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implementation of instructional coaching were (a) job depiction, (b) capacity building, (c) interactions, and
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instructional coach. In addition, the results of this study recommend a need for policy development in
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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to gather perceptions and attitudes from school
district administrators regarding an instructional coach’s role, the components that
influence the utilization of instructional coaches, and the specialized professional
development for instructional coaches. Exploratory-descriptive qualitative research
sought to identify the critical components necessary for comprehensive implementation
of instructional coaching. The study utilized semi-structured interviews with seven
tenured urban and suburban Central New York State (NYS) school district administrators
in positions such as assistant superintendents, directors, or supervisors of professional
development or curriculum, instruction, and assessment.
Four themes emerged from the data. The themes related to the implementation of
instructional coaching were (a) job depiction, (b) capacity building, (c) interactions, and
(d) organizational structure. The themes found aligned with Taylor’s (1911) scientific
management theory principles for improving employee productivity.
The critical components identified included (a) identifying clear roles and
responsibilities for the instructional coach, (b) hiring the right people, (c) ongoing
training, (d) building strong trusting relationships, and (e) having an organizational
structure. The recommendations for improving the implementation of instructional
coaching among the school districts included (a) a standardized set of selection criteria,
(b) a clear job description for instructional coaches, (c) a standard training program, and
(d) a standard evaluation tool to support the development of the instructional coach. In
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addition, the results of this study recommend a need for policy development in creating a
certification and tracking system for instructional coaches to aid in the determination of
the effectiveness of the school improvement strategy.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Instructional coaching is a research-based instructional model that is utilized in
school districts nationwide. Knight (2005, 2009a) defined an instructional coach as an
experienced teacher who supports instructors to improve their instructional practice. The
instructional coach position has a dual purpose of improving both instruction and student
learning. Although the intention is generally uniform among schools and districts, the
implementation, evaluation, and impact on teaching vary widely (Lucas, 2017).
Instructional coaching positions vary in execution but also in name, such as (a) peer
coach, (b) hybrid teacher leader, and (c) data coach. This variation in name contributes to
the lack of consensus regarding the critical components for implementation.
Coaching has increased its implementation in the 21st-century workplace (Wright,
2005) to include nursing and business. The foundations of coaching are generally found
in the sporting industry. A sports coach guides players in improving their skills by
analyzing performance and providing both feedback and encouragement (Wood, 2010).
Bozer et al. (2013) posited that developing employees’ professional skills to increase
“productivity, learning, job satisfaction, and behavior change” (p. 278) is the main goal
for coaches in many fields.
The human potential movement, which emerged during the 1940s and continued
to grow through the 1970s, focused on supporting people as they attempted to reach their
maximum potential (Grant, 2017). Workplace coaches can be traced back to the 1950s in
the business industry. The human potential movement has been considered the turning
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point to what is recognized today as coaching. Throughout the 1980s, managers used the
ideas from human potential movement in coaching and supporting underperforming
employees. During the 1990s, coaching in the industrial workplace was cited as a positive
change strategy beyond performance improvement (Grant, 2017).
Narayanasamy and Penney (2014) stated that coaching is an essential strategy for
supporting learning while increasing productivity within an organization. Coaching, then,
found a footing in education as a reform strategy. Previously, the failure to implement the
techniques learned during professional development was attributed to a teacher’s inferior
performance (Showers & Joyce, 1996). Showers and Joyce investigated the effectiveness
of the professional development teachers received and its transference to the classroom.
Showers and Joyce also explored the impact of partnering teachers with a more
experienced peer or consultant following training. Results revealed that teachers who
partnered in a coaching relationship were 95% more likely to implement new practices or
strategies than those who did not participate (Knight, 2016; Showers & Joyce, 1996).
Every school district in the country requires professional development for
teachers (Kennedy, 2016). National teacher organizations have suggested ongoing, jobembedded professional development to improve their training quality (Islas, 2010).
Improving professional development for teachers through policy efforts has been a
significant focus area (Islas, 2010), and implementing instructional coaching is one way
that school districts can support teachers’ on-site professional development needs
(Coburn & Woulfin, 2012). Government policymakers have been focusing for 20 years
on reforming professional development in the education system through federal law
(Coburn & Woulfin, 2012; Kennedy, 2016).
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Several federal policies addressing educational reform have been enacted to
improve student achievement and teacher practice through high-quality professional
development. The first two enacted legislative policies, The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 and The Reading Excellence Act of 1999, were designed to
improve reading instruction. Both policies aimed to ensure that highly qualified teachers
provided instruction to students (Islas, 2010). The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of
2001 and, most recently, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 aim to improve
student achievement in reading and math.
In 11 instances throughout the bill [Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015], state and
local agencies are encouraged to develop, train, and appropriately compensate
coaches to work with teachers in development [of] assessments, interpreting
student data, designing and differentiating instruction, providing feedback, or
evaluating performance (Desimone & Pak, 2017, p. 4).
Every federal policy has recommended employing an instructional coach as an on-site
professional developer. The federal policies provided the initial funding for the
instructional coach position to school districts (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). However,
none of the policies offered a structure for implementing these unconventional positions
(Mangin, 2014).
The strongest indicator of student achievement is a teacher’s instruction (Devine
et al., 2013). A teacher’s effect on student gains can be an additional year’s growth in
achievement as seen in the “correlations between coaching and increased student
outcomes, as measured through standardized testing” (Desimone & Pak, 2017, p. 4).
With the pressure of accountability under the federal policies, many school districts seek
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high-quality professional development for teachers to improve their instructional
practices (Heineke & Polnick, 2013). Early literature shows improvement in teacher
behavior such as “lesson planning and organization, instruction for students with
disabilities, classroom behavior management strategies, and helping students meet
instructional objectives” (Desimone & Pak, 2017, p. 4). The quality of a teacher’s
instruction can improve with coaching support “by as much as – or more than – the
difference in effectiveness between a novice [teacher] and a teacher with five to ten years
of experience” (Kraft & Blazar, 2018, p. 69). Additional benefits of implementing
instructional coaching have also been noted including improvements in school culture,
teacher collaboration, teacher attitudes, skill transfer, and feelings of efficacy (Desimone
& Pak, 2017).
Problem Statement
Although the instructional coaching position is widely utilized, inconsistent
implementation occurs from a lack of calibration of the role within the job description
(Lucas, 2017). A district office often initiates a school district’s employment of
instructional coaches, but school building leaders are left to supervise the coaches
directly (Moody, 2019). This approach assumes that building leaders have the same
understanding and policy to manage the instructional coaches in their building as the
program organizers. If schools and districts expect to have effective coaching programs,
there needs to be a system that has been thoroughly thought out and planned (Moody,
2019). To successfully implement effective instructional coaching systems, it is necessary
to ascertain the critical components that district leaders should apply (Bagley & Margolis,
2018).
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Nationally, the number of instructional coaches in schools has doubled over the
last 15 years, such that in 2015–2016, 67% of public schools employed a specialist or
instructional coach (Denton et al., 2007; Galey, 2016; Johnson, 2016; National Center for
Education Statistics [NCES], 2016). This increase came from federal policies that
encouraged using instructional coaches as a research-based strategy to close achievement
gaps, increase student learning (Johnson, 2016), and change teacher pedagogy and
classroom effectiveness (Teemant et al., 2011). Federal policies promote instructional
coaching and leave district leaders with the task of implementing this practice (Day,
2015).
There is a general understanding of instructional coaching in education; however,
the job description is broad and poorly defined (Cheung et al., 2018; Denton &
Hasbrouck, 2009). Despite the limited amount of peer-reviewed literature on an
instructional coach’s role and job description, there appears to be some consensus on this
lack of clarity’s impact on teachers and the coaches themselves (Gallucci et al., 2010;
Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). Often, coaches end up performing duties that are considered
administrative, and they sometimes fill in as emergency substitute teachers (Cheung et
al., 2018), demonstrating how administrators do not fully understand the importance of
the embedded coach (Day, 2015).
An instructional coach’s role is different from traditional roles in education, such
as teachers and principals; therefore, it is often unclear how they fit into a school district
(Mangin, 2009). As districts have adopted the personalized practice of instructional
coaching, decentralization has occurred. School districts began utilizing coaching
positions without direction, leaving instructional coaches’ supervision to building leaders,
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thus contributing to the implementation variation (Fullan & Knight, 2011; Johnson, 2016;
Mangin, 2009). Therefore, Bagley and Margolis (2018) recommended that district leaders
identify the critical components necessary for employing a comprehensive structure for
instructional coaches.
As classroom teachers who have demonstrated their effectiveness become
instructional coaches and are removed from their teaching responsibilities, concern for
the overall instructional experience students receive is raised (Camburn, 2009). Taking
high quality teachers out of the classroom, in some schools, can decrease the quality of
the instruction students receive and their achievement on standardized tests. On the other
hand, supporting teachers to implement new strategies with instructional coaching leads
to 95% of those teachers following through on doing so which, in turn, leads to increases
in teacher evaluation scores.
Theoretical Rationale
Districts use instructional coaching as a professional development strategy for
supporting the development of teachers. A group of theories provided by Knowles (1973)
focuses on adult learning and providing awareness regarding meeting these learners’
needs. Within this group of theories is a constructivist learning theory that focuses on
social dialogue and collaboration. Learning theories could guide coaches as they
influence an individual’s performance; however, this group of theories does not address
system management. A separate theory that focuses on the impact of feedback on an
employee’s performance is Greve’s (1996) performance feedback theory. However,
Greve’s (1996) theory focuses more on the direct effect on an individual employee’s
performance than focusing on a system-wide impact.
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An alternative theory that considers the management of an organization and
employee performance is scientific management theory (Taylor, 1911). Frederick W.
Taylor is known as the founder of scientific management theory, which comprises four
principles (Taneja et al., 2011):
1. They develop a science for each element of a man’s work, which replaces the
old rule-of-thumb,
2. They scientifically select and then train, teach, and develop the workman,
3. They heartily cooperate with the men so as to insure that all of the work being
done in accordance with the principles of the science that has been developed,
and
4. The management take over all the work for which they are better fitted than
the workmen. (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995, pp. 218)
Taylor’s (1911) principles include using science to describe one’s work, strategically
selecting and training employees, the collaboration between laborers and management,
and the hierarchal organization of tasks (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995).
While Taylor’s (1911) theory comprises principles that focus on organizational
system’s management and can be applied to this study, the theory was developed for a
factory environment during the early 1900s. Therefore, this theory lacks the consideration
of how leaders’ emotional intelligence influences the implementation of these principles.
It important to keep this in mind as Taylor’s theory is applied to this study.
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The scientific management theory principles often referred to as “Taylorism,”
state that with the removal of avoidable wastes and soldiering, there will be a general
improvement in production and distribution (Taneja et al., 2011). Soldiering is the
intentional slacking by employees (Taylor, 1911). Taylor is widely recognized for the
work he did on analyzing employee efficiency through a stopwatch-to-time productivity
(Taylor, 1911). His theory focused on developing each person to their greatest efficiency
through a systems management lens (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Figure 1.1
illustrates a synopsis of the principles described in scientific management theory.

Figure 1.1
The Four Principles of Scientific Management Theory
Principle 1:
Science over
rule-of-thumb
• Determine the
one best way

Principle 2:
Scientifically
select and train
employees
• Based on
aptitude

Scientific
Management
Theory

Principle 3:
Collaboration
between
management
and employee
• Monitor
performance

Principle 4:
Organizational
hierarchy of
tasks
• Properly
divide tasks

Note. Adapted from “The Principles of Scientific Management,” by F. W. Taylor, 1911,
Harper & Brothers Publishers. Copyright 1998 by Dover Publications, Inc.
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Principle 1: Science Over Rule-of-Thumb
The second principle focuses on using science to define each job component
instead of using unwritten rules or “rule-of-thumb.” Taylor (1911) shared that how to do
a job can be described by using science. These written job descriptions should be given to
the employees ahead of time to ensure that they do not have any questions and do not
waste time figuring out how to do a specific job (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995).
The job descriptions for instructional coaches are often vague and unclear
(Cheung et al., 2018). Instructional coaches’ primary responsibility is to support teachers
with job-embedded professional development to improve student learning (Margolis &
Huggins, 2012). Instructional coaches can be a positive influence in promoting shifts in
classroom instruction. Still, with little guidance on appropriately utilizing this role, there
is confusion for instructional coaches, the building principals, and the teachers (Denton &
Hasbrouck, 2009).
Principle 2: Scientifically Select and Train Employees
The first principle within scientific management theory focuses on selecting the
employees and their development (Taylor, 1911). Taylor believed that an employee
should be scientifically selected for a job and trained to effectively complete required job
tasks (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). The use of science to select employees focuses on
matching the worker to the right work. Taylor was determined to eliminate the workers
who were not the right fit for a specific job and replace them with more qualified
employees (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Part of Taylor’s science included studying
employees to determine their capacity for completing a task. Taylor also researched the
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employees’ work histories and character before deciding if they were a match (Taylor,
1911).
Many instructional coaches are selected based only on their teaching performance
rather than on specified qualifications (Kurz et al., 2020). Therefore, instructional
coaches are teachers who have been removed from the classroom because they possess
experience and have demonstrated effectiveness as classroom teachers (Knight, 2005;
2009a). Unfortunately, once in the coach’s position, little professional development or
training is provided to address the additional skills an instructional coach needs to work
with adults to improve their instructional practice (Aguilar, 2013).
Principle 3: Collaboration Between Management and Employee
The third principle of scientific management theory discusses the relationship
between management and employees. Taylor (1911) believed in collaboration between
management and employees. However, he found that the greatest challenge to this
collaborative relationship was the unfamiliarity with the expectation for a full day’s
work. Taylor believed that productivity would significantly increase should the tasks and
rewards be shared (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995).
In schools, principals and instructional coaches should share instructional
leadership tasks, communicate regularly, and work closely together to structure multiple
aspects of the school’s improvement, such as data analysis and developing curricula
(Camburn, 2009). A strong reciprocal relationship between the instructional coach and
the administrator can build the culture necessary for increased student learning
(Camburn, 2009).
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Principle 4: Organizational Hierarchy of Tasks
The fourth principle in Taylor’s (1911) theory examines an industry’s
organizational structure. Taylor tried to systematize the industry’s managerial procedures
by allocating tasks (Taneja et al., 2011). He defined a good organization as highly
centralized, highly regulated, and tightly controlled (Taneja et al., 2011).
Taylor (1911) included in scientific management theory that an organization
should have a system for evaluation containing operational feedback (Taneja et al.,
2011). Lewis (2019) determined that the instructional coach’s role is evolving and
requires continual refinement of their evaluation process. Instructional coaches and
teachers have different job descriptions. However, many evaluation processes for
instructional coaches utilize the same evaluation tools as teachers. Unclear feedback
systems leave many coaches unable to improve their skillset (Reddy et al., 2019).
Taylor (1911) stressed the science over rule-of-thumb within this fourth principle,
implying clear job descriptions will support divvying up the organizational hierarchy’s
workload (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Taylor felt that the administration should
complete some tasks and the instructional coach should complete other tasks with
additional education. Teacher evaluation is one such task. Effective coaching is
predicated on the relationship between the teacher and the instructional coach (Aguilar,
2019). Therefore, coaching should be confidential and non-evaluative (Childress, 2014).
Thus, the administration should be evaluating teachers, and instructional coaches should
be the support (Childress, 2014).
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Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions and attitudes of school
district administrators regarding the utilization of instructional coaching as a school
improvement strategy to advance educational equity and close the achievement gap by
improving student learning. The National Equity Project (n.d.) defines equity in
education as each student receiving “what they need to develop to their full academic
potential” (para. 1). To achieve equity, school district leaders need to transform their
organizations by eliminating inequitable practices (National Equity Project, n.d.).
One of the educational inequities within school systems is teacher quality. A
teacher’s competence is considered a contributing factor to creating the student
achievement gap (Aguilar, 2020). Improving teacher professional practice is a primary
focus for instructional coaches. However, the quality of instructional coaching and the
amount of instructional coaching received by teachers are not typically reflective of the
instructional coaching program’s intention—supporting the instructional staff
(Matsumara & Wang, 2015).
A district office initiates a school district’s instructional coaching program, and
school building leaders oversee the program’s implementation (Moody, 2019). A
comprehensive system organized at the district level can maximize instructional coaches’
time with teachers, resulting in their responsiveness to teachers’ needs (Joseph, 2016).
Instructional coaches need to devote 60–80% of their time working directly with teachers
on instructional practices (Kane & Rosenquist, 2019) to see a change in practice.
Teachers are more likely to change their instructional practice when receiving feedback
from an instructional coach observing their classrooms (Chien, 2013). Many coaches
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spend only 28% of their time completing these tasks with teachers because they spend
substantial time on administrative or logistical tasks (Kane & Rosenquist, 2019).
Policies and practices at the federal, state, district, and school levels influence
instructional coaches’ work schedules (Kane & Rosenquist, 2019). Building and district
leaders negotiate how these expectations will impact the instructional coaches’ work
(Kane & Rosenquist, 2019). Providing a systemic approach to instructional coaching will
enable coaches to support teachers in changing their instructional practice to provide each
student with the education they need to reach their full potential (Ramkellawan & Bell,
2017). High-quality instruction from a knowledgeable and skilled teacher improves
student learning, closing the achievement gap (Teemant et al., 2011).
Research Questions
This study explored the critical components identified by public school district
administrators who utilized instructional coaches to improve teacher practice and increase
student learning based on the recommendation of the ESSA (2015). Data were collected
to answer the following questions:
1. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the roles of
instructional coaches?
2. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the critical
components that influence the utilization of instructional coaches?

13

3. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, how are instructional
coach supported?
Potential Significance of the Study
The classroom teacher is most strongly associated with student learning (Devine
et al., 2013), therefore improving practice may increase student learning. Many school
districts use professional development to enhance teacher practice (Kho et al., 2019).
Effective professional development is crucial for the improvement of schools and teacher
quality (Johnson, 2016). Instructional coaches provide high-quality professional
development to impact teacher instruction and student learning (Heineke & Polnick,
2013). There is a greater chance of successful professional practice improvement when
teachers are supported by an experienced and knowledgeable instructional coach
(Lowenhaupt et al., 2014).
Despite the significant impact COVID-19 has had on schools since March 2020,
schools must continue to provide high-quality instruction for all students (Calais et al.,
2020). “Inequities have been further exacerbated by Covid-19, illuminating the
opportunity gap” (Calais et al., 2020, p. 95). Instructional coaches can support teachers
through this uncharted territory as “quality remote [and hybrid] learning is essential to
ensuring that existing achievement gaps do not widen further” (Calais et al., 2020, p. 95).
Previous research has focused on how instructional coaches’ roles are defined, the
tasks they complete, and the skills they need to be effective coaches. A gap exists in the
literature surrounding implementing this position from the school district leader’s
perspective (Woulfin & Rigby, 2017). The district leader’s vision regarding instructional
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coaches is vital to improving teachers’ practices and student learning. Closing the
achievement gap among students presents a significant challenge. The leader’s
philosophy for enacting change through the instructional coach role has the most
substantial influence on how teachers view the position. By incorporating scientific
management theory (Taylor, 1911) perspectives on productivity into this study to support
instructional coach use in achieving a school district’s goals to maximize the impact,
instructional coaches have on teacher practice and student learning to close the
achievement gap and eliminate educational inequities, allows for a set of critical
components necessary for creating a comprehensive coaching system to be developed.
Chapter Summary
The instructional coach position has increased in utilization due to its researchbased data for improving schools. As a school improvement strategy for addressing the
educational inequities and the closure of the achievement gap, instructional coaches must
be strategically positioned to have the most impact on teacher effectiveness and student
achievement (Chien, 2013). Therefore, it is necessary to identify the critical components
absent in instructional coaching programs’ existing implementation.
Scientific management theory (Taylor, 1911) presents four principles for
improving organizational management. These principles consist of scientifically selecting
and training employees, using science over rule-of-thumb, the collaboration between
management and employee, and the organizational hierarchy of tasks. Coaching has been
a way to foster employee development in alignment with organizational goals (Maseko et
al., 2019).
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The institution of federal policies seek to improve student achievement through
more effective professional development in education. When partnered with professional
development, instructional coaching has increased teacher evaluation scores (Kraft &
Blazar, 2017). However, little guidance in implementing these positions in school
districts has left school district administrators, teachers, and instructional coaches
confused about executing the instructional coach role.
This study sought to learn from school district administrators (a) the perspectives
they have on the role of instructional coaches, (b) the components that influence the
utilization of instructional coaches, and (c) the support provided to instructional coaches
once in the role. This information should address the literature gap in implementing
instructional coaching from a leadership perspective.
Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature linked to the position of an
instructional coach. The literature review on instructional coaching includes the various
job descriptions used to outline the role and the professional training given to
instructional coaches. Also included in the review is the part that federal policies have
played in the implementation of instructional coaching. Supporting and identifying the
critical features necessary for comprehensive and systematic implementation is a review
of Taylor’s (1911) scientific management theory.
Chapter 3 describes this exploratory descriptive qualitative (EDQ) research study.
The participants included school district administrators from urban and suburban public
school districts from Central NYS. Procedures for data analysis are outlined using
thematic analysis (TA).
The results of the research are disseminated in Chapter 4. Data analysis for the
study employed the six steps for the TA. The findings include a discussion of the semi-
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structured interview question results through the lens of Taylor’s (1911) scientific
management theory and Aguilar’s (2019) “element[s] of the skeleton” (p. 23).

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the perceptions and attitudes of the school
district administrators of the necessary components needed for the effective
implementation of an instructional coaching program based on their lived experiences.
Chapter 5 also includes a discussion of the findings implications, limitations, and
recommendations based on the analysis of the data.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Introduction and Purpose
This chapter provides a review of the literature relevant to instructional coaching
in K–12 education. The literature review begins with an overview of educational
improvements in the United States, and then it narrows to public schools in Central NYS.
The discussion focuses on recruitment and hiring, roles and responsibilities, training or
professional development, and the evaluation of instructional coaches. Also discussed is
the significance of the relationship between administrators and instructional coaches.
Instructional coaching is examined as a strategy for improving schools and learning, with
specific attention, to its implementation. Included in the discussion as a potential
challenge to implementing instructional coaches in school districts is the COVID-19
pandemic. Taylor’s (1911) four principles of scientific management theory serve as a
framework for the review.
State of Educational Improvement
Workplace coaching was initially thought to penalize those for deficient
performance; however, instructional coaching is a collaborative and supportive
partnership for teachers. Instructional coaching began to gain traction in the 1980s to
reform efforts relating to teachers’ professional development. NCLB (2001), and most
recently, ESSA (2015), aim to improve student achievement in reading and math.
Recommendations by these policies focus on providing high-quality professional
development to teachers to better their professional practice. Significant improvement in
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implementing new strategies occurred when coach support followed traditional
professional development (Showers & Joyce, 1996).
Cost of Instructional Coaches
The federal policies provided the initial recommendation for an instructional
coach to improve teacher practice through job-embedded professional development
(Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). At the onset, funding was provided for these coaching
positions, and it rapidly grew to $1 billion annually. However, within 10 years, annual
funding dropped to $393 million (Taylor et al., 2013). As funding decreased, school
districts had to decide how to fund the position. Some districts chose to continue to use
federal funds to hire instructional coaches (Eisenberg et al., 2017). Other districts hired
an extra teacher and got creative with the role. Sometimes newly hired coaches worked as
coaches part time while teaching part time, hoping the administrators would make fulltime coaching positions in the future. On the other hand, some districts reallocated
professional development funds to hire instructional coaches. Sometimes instructional
coaches were funded by external money such as grants (Eisenberg et al., 2017).
Knight (2016) conducted a quantitative study that analyzed the cost of
instructional coaching programs in one district in the Midwest United States and found
that coaching costs between $20,000–$50,000 per coach per year. This amount is roughly
the cost of adding a new teacher to replace the teacher who became a coach (Knight,
2016). Klan (2017) referenced a survey conducted in 2015 by The New Teacher Project,
now called TNTP (2021), which found that traditional professional development (in
2015) costs were an average of $18,000 per teacher per year. Knight (2016) stated that
the difference in these costs puts instructional coaching at 9.5 times more practical based

19

on price. Despite the costs, many districts have implemented instructional coaches’ use
since the passing of the legislation as part of their school and district reform efforts. It is
essential to identify the critical components district administrators consider to implement
a comprehensive instructional coaching program (Taylor et al., 2013).
Tracking the Use of Instructional Coaches
The use of instructional coaches in schools has grown significantly since 2000.
Two-thirds of public schools have an instructional coach on staff (Denton et al., 2007;
Galey, 2016; Johnson, 2016; NCES, 2016). With this increase, some states have begun to
develop certificates that instructional coaches may add to their teaching licenses. Some
national organizations have also started setting guidance and professional instructional
coaching standards (Mangin, 2014). Despite attempts to guide districts, the race to
improve student achievement scores has left districts behind in building capacity among
the administrators, teachers, and coaches regarding implementing these positions
(Mangin, 2014).
In NYS, any school or district identified in need of support has the option to
incorporate the use of instructional coaching as an intervention in their school support
plan (NYS Education Department [NYSED], 2019). NYS has 732 school districts;
however, how many districts have instituted these coaching positions is unknown. Many
instructional coaches are hired from the classroom and remain classified as teachers
making it challenging to ascertain the exact number of instructional coaches employed in
NYS. No system currently exists to track the number of individual coaches within the
state or country (E. Krownapple, personal communication, April 15, 2020). Additionally,
NYS has not added certification for instructional coaching.
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Coronavirus Pandemic
In March 2020, the schools in NYS closed to in-person instruction. They switched
to emergency remote learning in response to the rising number of cases of the COVID-19
virus (CNYCentral, 2020). Schools in Central NYS remained closed to in-person
instruction through the end of the 2019–2020 school year. With the uncertainty of how
long the pandemic would last, many school districts set forth plans for reopening schools
in fall 2020 with guidance from NYS (Kippels, 2020).
Each school district across the country was required to submit reopening plans. Of
the reopening plans submitted, 24% had students entirely online, 51% were using a
hybrid model, and 17% were fully open for in-person instruction (Honein et al., 2021).
Each school districts’ plan to reopen was “dependent on factors such as infrastructure,
teaching staff, pedagogical strategies, and the preparedness of students and parents”
(Kippels, 2020, p. 4). The hybrid and full in-person reopening plans needed to consider
protocols for “creating more space for children in the classroom (with desks spaced 6 ft
apart), [and] keeping groups of children together throughout the day to limit mixing”
(Sharfstein et al., 2020, p. 1). Preparing K–12 classrooms for reopening in fall 2020
would require additional resources and personnel (Sharfstein et al., 2020) or reallocation.
The measures included in a school district’s reopening could impact the role of
instructional coaches.
Applying Science Over Rule-of-Thumb
The first principle of scientific management theory focuses on using science to
define a job’s roles and responsibilities—instead of using a set of unwritten rules or
“rule-of-thumb” descriptions. Taylor (1911) made sure employees knew in advance the
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expectations for the tasks to be completed. The employees learned how to do the job
correctly, leading to greater efficiency (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Instructional
coaching is recognized as a multifaceted position with a limited understanding of the
roles and responsibilities included in the job description (Matsumara & Wang, 2015).
Roles and Responsibilities of Instructional Coaches
A summary article by Kraft & Blazer (2018), referencing a meta-analysis
conducted by Kraft et al. (2018), offered several different and often contradictory
definitions of instructional coaching in their research (Kraft & Blazar, 2018). These
definitions include someone who supports the implementation of new instructional
strategies or materials or someone who encourages the development of pedagogical
knowledge (Kraft & Blazar, 2018). Overall, Kraft and Blazar (2018) defined coaching as
a cycle of observation and feedback where the instructional coach models best practices
with teachers.
Similarly, Knight (2009b), one of the foremost researchers of instructional
coaching from Kansas University, defined an instructional coach as “an on-site
professional developer who teaches educators how to use proven teaching methods”
(p. 17). On the other hand, Franey (2014) described three slightly different definitions.
One definition referred to instructional coaching as a process with an expert, while
another defined instructional coaching as a learning partnership between a teacher and a
coach, and the final description referenced instructional coaching as a goal-oriented
process where a coach works with a teacher to facilitate the teacher’s development
toward goals (Franey, 2014). When these various definitions are taken in conjunction
with the findings from an exploratory study conducted by Matsumara and Wang (2015)
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regarding the lack of consistency in implementation across schools and districts, the
principal’s interpretation of the role accounts for the differences in implementation.
Additional confusion surrounding the instructional coach position stems from the
job description overlapping with other school positions. An instructional coach is often
confused with a mentor, administrator, or paraprofessional. A mentor is an experienced
teacher who works solely with novice teachers by sharing knowledge to guide the new
teacher. Mentoring is different from coaching because of the formal process involved
with coaching, and instructional coaches work with more than just new teachers (Aguilar,
2017). The other position that is confused with the instructional coach is administrator.
Despite instructional coaches often being used as pseudo-administrators, both positions
share in the responsibility for supporting teachers. The most significant difference is that
instructional coaches do not evaluate teachers. The last position that the instructional
coach is often confused with is a paraprofessional. A paraprofessional or teaching
assistant is not a certified teacher. A paraprofessional provides support to students under
the direction of a teacher (Vierstra, n.d.). On the other hand, an instructional coach is a
certified teacher who provides support directly to teachers and does not directly support
students.
Other explanations contribute to the role’s variation in addition to the absence of a
consistent definition of the instructional coach role. The changeover in district leadership
often contributes to confusion regarding the position and how the instructional coach
executes the role (Bagley & Margolis, 2018). Another contributing factor to the role
confusion is the variety, often conflicting, reform initiatives that instructional coaches
should provide to teachers to support and guide them (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). The
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various descriptions of instructional coaching’s implementation influence how teachers
perceive the role (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015).
The relationship coaches build with their teachers is central to improving
teachers’ instructional practices (Lowenhaupt et al., 2014). Without a clear definition of
the role, the relationship between coach and teacher is reduced to conflict and resentment
(Margolis & Huggins, 2012). One of the themes identified in the study conducted by
Margolis and Huggins (2012) was the ramifications of not having a clear understanding
of the role of an instructional coach or a hybrid teacher leader (HTL), as referred to in the
study. The lack of knowledge regarding an instructional coach’s purpose can lead to a
lack of respect and willingness to participate in the coaching sessions. This resentment
can come from teachers’ perception that instructional coaches are “expensive, wasteful,
and disconnected from teachers and students” (Margolis & Huggins, 2012, p. 974).
An effective instructional coach’s key responsibility is to build a trusting
relationship with the teachers they coach (Anderson & Wallin, 2018). However, some
teachers are resistant to working with an instructional coach. Jacobs et al. (2018)
conducted a descriptive quantitative study investigating the characteristics of teachers
who were resistant to instructional coaching. The researchers found that the most
resistant participants had more than 10 years of experience, were less likely to dedicate
time for observations and feedback sessions, and were less likely to incorporate feedback
into their practices. The researchers attributed this to the participants having more
experience and therefore being uninterested in change (Jacobs et al., 2018).
Changing teachers’ beliefs requires considerable support from the instructional
coach (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016). Many coaches begin trying to gain teachers’ trust,
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resistant or not, by proving their worth. Instructional coaches often utilize strategies that
are less about instruction to build relationships, such as providing resources, testing
students, and making copies (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016) before transitioning to activities
geared toward changing practice such as modeling or giving feedback. Gibbons and Cobb
(2016) conducted a qualitative case study on identifying those specific planning practices
tied to effective coaches. The study found five practices the coaches implemented in their
design, which included (a) long-term goal setting with the teacher, (b) determining the
teacher’s current instructional strategies, (c) finding the progression of instruction of the
teacher, (d) identifying next steps, and (e) designing coaching activities to support teacher
development (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016). Unfortunately, the study also found significant
variation in the amount of work each coach conducted with the teachers and the type of
activities they completed (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016). Instructional coaches often are
working “in the moment” (Mudzimiri et al., 2014, p. 19) when passing in the hallway and
during lunchtime or breaks at the request of teachers and administrators and therefore
bypassing these planning practices (Mudzimiri et al., 2014).
Instructional coaches incorporate a variety of strategies in response to the in-themoment requests made by teachers. This type of coaching was sometimes referred to as
surface coaching or “coaching light” (Knight, 2018, p. 15) by Killion (2009, 2017). A list
of typical responsibilities instructional coaches engage in when “coaching heavy”
(Knight, 2018, p. 15), as described by Killion (2009, 2017), contains modeling lessons,
observing teachers, providing feedback, and sharing their own experiences and expertise
(Thomas et al., 2015). Knight (2018) broke down teachers’ observations and provided
feedback further into what he called the “impact cycle” (p. xi). He described this cycle as
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identifying the current classroom reality, setting goals, finding teaching strategies to meet
the goals, and repeating the process until the goals are complete. Woulfin and Rigby
(2017) included using the instructional coaches’ content expertise to develop teachers’
understanding of standards, curriculum, and new instructional strategies. A qualitative
study conducted by Mudzimiri et al. (2014) identified three categories of activities that
instructional coaches took part in from the 13 individual activities during their
observations. These categories consisted of the coaching cycle elements, other coachingrelated duties, and administrative duties.
The duties, responsibilities, and skillsets needed for instructional coaches are as
wide-ranging as the definitions of an instructional coach’s role (Mudzimiri et al., 2014).
Several instructional coaches work without a job description (Kraft & Blazar, 2017). The
variation of role definitions and lack of a job description contributes to the confusion
among teachers, school administrators, and coaches in determining effective coaching
practices. Aguilar (2019) included the need to articulate a clear definition and vision for
instructional coaches as one of her “element[s] of the skeleton” (p. 23) to have an
instructional coaching program. District administrators must clarify the role’s
expectations to have a comprehensive instructional coaching program (Bagley &
Margolis, 2018).
Scientifically Selecting and Training Employees
Taylor’s (1911) second principle within scientific management theory focuses on
selecting, hiring, and training employees. Taylor stressed that an employee should be
scientifically selected for a job and then trained to complete the tasks required most
effectively and productively (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Aguilar (2019) suggested
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that hiring the right coaches is an “element of the skeleton” (p. 23) for successful
instructional coaching programs. Kraft and Blazar (2018) noted that many systems for
selecting, recruiting, and training instructional coaches are undeveloped in school
districts.
Recruiting and Hiring of Instructional Coaches
Many instructional coaches are hired directly from the classroom. In one
qualitative study, eight out of 10 coaching participants had served as teachers in their
schools (Woulfin, 2018). Many coaches are solely selected based on their teaching
performance rather than specific qualifications (Kurz et al., 2020). Hiring effective
instructional coaches can be a challenge for administrators because there are weaknesses
in many districts’ infrastructures for selecting and training instructional coaches (Woulfin
& Rigby, 2017). The right person must get hired for the job. Toll (2019) described three
elements necessary in the hiring process: a job description, a list of qualities of an
effective coach, and a successful interview (Kraft & Blazar, 2017).
District and school administrators also need to consider the potential instructional
coaches’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions to determine their qualifications. Many
applicants are teachers with little experience working with adult learners (Johnson, 2016;
Woulfin & Rigby, 2017). Potential coaches should possess a coaching mindset including
being nonjudgmental, an active listener, compassionate, trustworthy, and action-oriented.
It is also essential for a possible coach to present to other teachers and have the teachers
view them as specialists (Chien, 2013). Aguilar (2013) stated that before teachers become
instructional coaches, they should have been effective teachers for a minimum of 5 years.
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An exploratory case study by Bengo (2016) used a purposive sample of two
coaches and four teachers. The research focused on answering the research question,
“What are the implications for the selection of coaches, the training of coaches, and
helping teachers?” (Bengo, 2016, p. 91). Observations, surveys, and interviews revealed
that the instructional coaches’ credentials were important to teachers and administrators.
The results also indicated that teachers were more engaged in coaching activities if the
instructional coach could demonstrate a strong subject-matter knowledge (Bengo, 2016).
The expertise with subject matter contributes to the trust built between teacher and coach.
Some coaches may need support with their content knowledge to improve teachers’
instruction (Bengo, 2016).
Training Instructional Coaches
Once an instructional coach is hired into the position, it is suggested that their
professional training should support the development of their expertise and draw on their
experiences in interacting with teachers (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). Aguilar (2019)
considered establishing professional development for instructional coaches as one of the
“element[s] of the skeleton” (p. 23) necessary for successful instructional coaching
programs. Bengo (2016) also noted that attempts must be made to keep instructional
coaches current on instructional strategies. There is little empirical research on the
training or professional development provided for instructional coaches to support their
professional practices and skills (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). Often coaches do not
receive any professional development for themselves (Lucas, 2017). Anderson and
Wallin (2018) noted that if instructional coaches are properly trained and feel confident
in their ability to support teachers, they can achieve positive outcomes.
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Stock and Duncan (2010) employed a survey to explore whether instructional
coaches or facilitators, as they were referred to in the study, reported a mentor’s need and
in what areas support was needed. Through a survey mailed to all 368 instructional
facilitators in the selected district, the researchers learned that approximately 56% of
those facilitators did not have a mentor assigned to support their needs and develop
professionally, but 90% felt that mentors were important for instructional coaches to have
(Stock & Duncan, 2010). These findings support those of Gallucci et al. (2010) in their
study that utilized data from a 4-year qualitative case study in two urban and one
rural/suburban school districts to investigate how an organization supported the
development and refinement of instructional coaches’ practices. The researchers
conducted semi-structured interviews with instructional coaches, teachers, principals, and
external trainers. The results show that many instructional coaches learn the latest content
and pedagogy alongside their teachers; thus, placing the instructional coach in a position
that is less than the expert they were hired to be, given that they were “learning on the
job” (Gallucci et al., 2010, p. 942).
Gallucci et al. (2010) challenged that instructional coaches are recruited, hired to
be experts, and well prepared to work with other adults. Many instructional coaches are
hired based solely on their strong teaching record; however, they still require additional
skills (Kurz et al., 2020). Chien (2013) said that instructional coaches must “learn to
coach” (p. 3), suggesting they need to develop the skills necessary to be effective in the
role.
One of the sets of skills Mangin and Dunsmore (2015) found from their
interviews was that instructional coaches needed to cultivate the communication skills

29

used when working with adults. Denton and Hasbrouck (2009) agreed to expand
instructional coaches’ communication strategies in this role. Also, 90% of the
instructional facilitators interviewed identified other skills they wanted to develop
(Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). These job-specific skills included building a relationship
with the teachers, data analysis, and as an instructional leader (Stock & Duncan, 2010).
Another quantitative study conducted by Yopp et al. (2019) examined whether a
coach’s knowledge, skills, and practices can explain coaching effectiveness variations. In
the Yopp et al. study, coaches were randomly assigned to different cohorts and received
professional development sessions in different cycles. The researchers found a significant
relationship between coaching skills and the teachers’ responses (Yopp et al., 2019). The
researchers also noted that coaches reported being more knowledgeable and feeling more
skillful in their role when receiving this specific professional support (Yopp et al., 2019).
In a 2019 report written by Van Ostrand et al., the Dynamic Learning Project,
partnered with Learning Forward, Digital Promise, and Google EdtechTeam to conduct a
quantitative study with 1,246 respondents, with the majority being coaches. The study
found that almost 80% of coaches rated the professional development they did receive as
effective (Van Ostrand et al., 2019). It follows that when instructional coaches are trained
in a job-specific strategy to support teachers in the classroom, the coaches are more
effective (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). Mangin and Dunsmore (2015) stated that the way
coaches are trained influences how they interpret their roles and responsibilities. Denton
and Hasbrouck (2009) remarked that instructional coaches were implemented quickly
before clear expectations were established that coaching looks differently across schools
and districts (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). Initially, there was little guidance regarding
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the instructional coach’s role and training (Kurz et al., 2020). Often, training is provided
by multiple sources with different perspectives on the instructional coaches’ role. The
more training instructional coaches receive from various sources; the more confused they
become regarding their purpose and role (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).
Many teacher leaders hired for the role of instructional coach are those teachers
who have been deemed the most competent (Camburn, 2009). Using empirical studies,
Camburn (2009) determined the advantages and disadvantages of hiring instructional
coaches as part of a school faculty. The study found that one advantage is that teachers
who become instructional coaches take it upon themselves to gain substantial
postsecondary training in their specific content area and instructional strategies
(Camburn, 2009). Besides, these are the teachers who also have the most years of
experience. Removing these highly qualified and highly experienced teachers from the
classroom to support other teachers can be advantageous and disadvantageous. Camburn
(2009) referenced low-income urban schools where high-quality instruction is scarce, and
the teacher leaders or instructional coaches were no longer providing instruction to
students. On the other hand, using the most experienced teachers to provide additional
support to the teachers to improve their practice was advantageous because of their
empathy and foundational knowledge (Aguilar, 2013).
Collaboration Between Management and Employee
The third principle of scientific management theory refers to the relationship
between management and employees. Taylor (1911) believed in a cooperative
relationship in which management and employees work together in response to the roles
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and responsibilities set forth by management (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995). Principals
are critical to instructional coaches’ success (Knight, 2009b).
Relationship Between Instructional Coach and Administration
Unfortunately, instructional coaches are often unsuccessful because their role is
poorly defined and misunderstood by leadership (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).
Sometimes the distinction between administrator and coach is blurred because tasks
assigned to an instructional coach are similar to those of an administrator (Johnson,
2016). Frequently, instructional coaches find themselves being asked to support logistics
and operations such as bus duty and discipline issues (Woulfin, 2018). In other instances,
instructional coaches have been tasked with substitute teaching, tutoring students, and
organizing and supervising standardized testing (Kane et al., 2018). Principals have the
most significant influence on how an instructional coach is received (Taylor et al., 2013).
When instructional coaches are assigned wide-ranging responsibilities, little coaching
occurs. The confusion regarding the instructional coaches’ purpose escalates (Heineke &
Polnick, 2013). Any misunderstanding, miscommunication, or confusion of the role
undermines the value of the coach-teacher relationship (Matsumara & Wang, 2015),
making the job of the instructional coach challenging.
Aguilar (2019) incorporated building the coaching relationship as an “element[s]
of the skeleton” (p. 23) of an instructional coaching program. A poor relationship
between the instructional coach and an administrator can also contribute to the
instructional coach being unsuccessful (Fullan & Knight, 2011). In an analysis of four
related studies, Taylor et al. (2013) noted that 13 out of 23 coaches named the school
administrator the most significant barrier to success. Several reasons stated were linked to
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a lack of understanding of the role, lack of communication with the instructional coach
and the teachers, and a lack of knowledge of the instructional coach’s need for
professional learning (Taylor et al., 2013).
On the other hand, another study analyzed by Taylor et al. (2013) found that 61%
of coaches felt that their school administrator was the person who influenced their
effectiveness the most. An instructional coach has the most significant impact on teacher
practice when the principal supports the instructional coach (Knight, 2005). This support
includes attending workshops provided by the instructional coach, observing a model
lesson, and communicating regularly regarding teachers’ support (Knight, 2009a). The
principal’s public approval of instructional coaching through Knight’s (2009a) activities
encouraged more frequent teacher participation and buy-in (Matsumara & Wang, 2015).
Heineke and Polnick (2013) cited a study where leadership support in 116 high-poverty
schools produced the highest positive relationships between instructional coaches and
classroom instruction.
A central theme found in a study conducted by Lewis (2019) was how the
principals felt about their relationships with the instructional coaches. Lewis (2019)
quoted administrators as having described their instructional coach as “my left hand,
another pair of eyes, my eyes, ears, and speaks with my voice” (p. 25). Significant trust
must exist for administrators to describe the relationship between instructional coaches
and principals in this way. Regular communication and meetings between the two can
help develop this relationship (Lewis, 2019).
Lewis (2019) stated that the administrator is grateful for the instructional coach’s
support when such a relationship exists. An effective relationship means that the
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administrator recognizes that the instructional coach is a co-instructional leader following
up on feedback and goals set with teachers consistently (Lewis, 2019). The coach can
also inform them of the interventions implemented, strategies, and general progress
observed (Johnson, 2016). The respect given by the principal of the nonevaluative,
confidential relationship between coach and teacher strengthens the participation of the
teachers (Childress, 2014).
Principals have the most significant influence regarding how teachers view the
instructional coach, and the principals possess substantial influence over how the
instructional coaches spend their time (Kane & Rosenquist, 2018). The school principal
establishes conditions for the instructional coaches to focus their work daily, such as
creating structures and schedules that allow teachers and instructional coaches to work
collaboratively. It is also crucial to the instructional coach’s success for the principal to
hold the instructional coach accountable for the role’s expectations (Killion, 2009).
Organizational Hierarchy of Tasks
The fourth principle in scientific management theory examines an industries’
organizational structure. Taylor (1911) included that management should evaluate
employees and provide operational feedback (Taneja et al., 2011). Unfortunately, the
readiness of evaluation tools to provide instructional coaches feedback is limited (Reddy
et al., 2019).
Evaluation of Instructional Coaches
Instructional coaches are most often teachers removed from the classroom to
work with other teachers. Many evaluation processes for instructional coaches still utilize
the same evaluation tools as classroom teachers (Reddy et al., 2019); however,
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instructional coaches and classroom teachers have different job descriptions. Several
tasks that an instructional coach can be responsible for include (a) preparing materials for
teachers, (b) modeling instructional practices, (c) guiding teachers through the
curriculum, and (d) conducting observation/feedback cycles (Knight, 2005). On the other
hand, Ball and Forzani (2009) listed several tasks a teacher is responsible for, including
(a) leading student discussions, (b) evaluating student papers, (c) calling parents,
(d) planning lessons, and (e) creating materials. Many administrators do not fully
understand the roles and strategies utilized by instructional coaches when working with
teachers (Day, 2015), making it difficult to determine the appropriate standards to use to
evaluate the instructional coach (Reddy et al., 2019).
Mudzimiri et al. (2014) stated in the implications from their research that
instructional coaches would benefit from a systemic approach to assessing their job
performance. Evaluating the efforts of instructional coaches using an evaluation tool
designed specifically for instructional coaches is included in Aguilar’s (2019) “element[s]
of the skeleton” (p. 23) for instructional coaching programs to be successful. However,
most instructional coach evaluations come from principal observation, followed closely
by an observation from a district administrator. A small percentage (25%) of the
evaluations a coach receives comes from the teachers the instructional coach works with
(Van Ostrand et al., 2019). The Dynamic Learning Project (Van Ostrand et al., 2019)
results recommend that the teachers should be involved in the evaluation process to make
instructional coaching more tailored to teachers’ needs.
Many of the available evaluation measures are either informal or for professional
development purposes only, measuring the impact an instructional coach has on teacher
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practice or student achievement or measuring the instructional coach’s skills (Howley et
al., 2014). To develop a tool to measure coaching performance and provide ongoing
support to instructional coaches, Howley et al. (2014) conducted a nonexperimental,
descriptive study to develop an evaluation instrument and piloted it multiple times. The
instrument consisted of 10 items covering various coaching domains such as providing
feedback, modeling instructional practices, and dealing with conflict. The findings
revealed that coaches were more comfortable implementing coaching practices that were
less intrusive to a teachers’ practice (Howley et al., 2014). Despite being unable to
receive constructive feedback to improve their practice, a collective case study by Lewis
(2019) found that the role of the instructional coach was evolving. Lewis (2019) stated
that a coach’s evaluation process should be continually refined to support instructional
coaches’ growth.
Despite instructional coaching continuing to develop, the professional learning
organization, Learning Forward, according to Islas (2010), recommends that planning to
evaluate instructional coaches should occur before implementing a coaching program.
Harrison (2014) also noted that no matter the tool used to evaluate instructional coaches,
it should align with the district’s approved evaluation system and set clear performance
guidelines.
Islas (2010) stated that the evaluation process for instructional coaches is often
disregarded until several years after the districts have participated in coaching. Thus,
districts leave the instructional coaches and the programs unable to grow and develop
(Harrison, 2014). Hence, it is crucial to have district administrators identify the critical
facets necessary for an effective, comprehensive instructional coaching program.
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Implementation of Instructional Coaching and the Influence on Teacher Practice
Within the fourth principle of scientific management, Taylor (1911) continued to
systematize organizational procedures to increase employee productivity (Taneja et al.,
2011). With the implementation of new instructional standards and increased
accountability from federal policies, many school districts turn to instructional coaching
to improve instruction and student achievement (Killion, 2017). By nature, instructional
coaching is personalized to teachers’ needs (Teemant et al., 2011), which, during
Taylor’s (1911) time, would have been identified as different than the type of training
seen at that time (Taneja et al., 2011).
Implementation of Instructional Coaching. Several instructional coaching
models exist, such as peer coaching, cognitive coaching, and content-focused coaching.
Additionally, the structure of the instructional coach model across school districts varies.
Some school districts employ district-based coaches, others may use building-based
coaches, and some school districts may employ both structures of coaches (Kane &
Rosenquist, 2019). Choosing a coaching model that is right for a school district is one of
Aguilar’s “elements of the skeleton” (p. 23) for instructional coaching programs to be
successful.
The assumption that school-based coaches, those instructional coaches who work
solely in one building, are more effective in their work with teachers was dispelled when
Kane and Rosenquist (2018) found that district coaches spent 92% of their time working
on productive coaching activities versus 40% found from the building-based coaches.
Both district-based coaches and school-based coaches have advantages and disadvantages
for implementation. While district-based coaches can engage in those coaching activities
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geared toward teacher improvement, they struggle to build the relationships with teachers
needed for that improvement to occur as they are not in the building more than once a
week in some cases (Kane & Rosenquist, 2018). School-based coaches are in a building
full time and can build those crucial relationships with teachers; yet, they can also get
utilized to fill a need somewhere in the building as an “extra body” (Kane & Rosenquist,
2018).
Despite various instructional coaching models and structures utilized, all are
affected by multiple district initiatives, education policy directives, and overall district
context (Chien, 2013). Nevertheless, the aim of school districts implementing an
instructional coaching program is to support the development of highly qualified teachers
as articulated by federal policy (Garcia et al., 2013). When districts or schools look to
support teachers’ development effectively, they need to consider how the instructional
coaches implement various activities and the time allocated by the instructional coaches
or principals.
Chien (2013) recommended that instructional coaches spend 85% of their time on
actual coaching activities. In Chien’s (2013) study, the goal was to determine the
instructional coaches’ time use and the conditions that promoted teacher development.
When the coaches could maximize their time and go into teachers’ classrooms and model
a lesson, Chien (2013) found that they were more likely to change their practice. These
findings are consistent with the Showers and Joyce (1996) investigation of professional
development transference into the classroom. The results illustrated that teachers who
partnered in a coaching relationship were 95% more likely to implement the new
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practices or strategies than those who worked alone (Knight, 2016; Showers & Joyce,
1996).
The Influence of Instructional Coaching on Teacher Practice. In a randomized
block trial conducted by Kraft and Blazar (2017), it was reported that the average amount
of time spent with an individual teacher was approximately 50 hours throughout the
school year. The time spent with teachers was divided into five topics, including (a)
behavior management, (b) instruction, (c) student engagement, (d) productivity, and (e)
classroom climate. With the instructional coach providing feedback from their classroom
observations, 62% of the coaching sessions focused on behavior management, and 59%
focused on instruction (Kraft & Blazar, 2017). The teachers who participated in these
coaching sessions improved their evaluation scores by 0.31 scale points above those
participants randomly assigned to the control group (Kraft & Blazar, 2017).
Implementing instructional coaching so that the time a teacher and instructional
coach spend together is sacred, the change in a teacher’s practice became evident.
Thomas et al. (2015) conducted a study in which they investigated the research question,
“Is there a difference between the type of coaching conversation engaged in over a threeyear period” (p. 3). The study followed a quantitative design using the Instructional
Coaching Scale as their data collection instrument each year. The results indicated that
the more time an instructional coach spent with a teacher engaging in one-on-one
conversations, the more significant a shift occurred where the teacher became more
involved in the process (Thomas et al., 2015). In the first year of the study, conversations
between the teacher and instructional coach were described as implementation
conversations. This type of conversation was described as a one-way conversation where
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the coach shared evidence of a new strategy or routine. By the end of the study, the
conversation rating shifted to a shared discussion focused on a co-teaching experience in
which the teacher and the instructional coach had equal roles (Thomas et al., 2015).
In a meta-analysis of 60 studies focused on the causal effects of instructional
coaching programs on classroom instruction and student achievement, Kraft et al. (2018)
found significant positive effects of coaching on teachers’ practice in 37 of those studies,
with a pooled effect size of .49 standard deviations (SD). They also noted a considerable
variation (.33 SD) among the different coaching programs reviewed (Kraft et al., 2018),
which corroborates the role's inconsistent implementation and lack of standardization.
Kraft et al. (2018) also found positive effect sizes in 31 of the 60 studies analyzed,
indicating that coaching increased achievement on standardized tests with a pooled effect
size of 0.18 SD. These positive effects support the findings from another study by
Ellington et al. (2017), which found that teachers who had significantly participated in
coaching activities showed an increase in their belief that students could learn and
increase their achievement scores (Ellington et al., 2017).
On the contrary, Garcia et al. (2013) found mixed results in their preexperimental
study investigating if a difference existed with students’ performance on statestandardized assessments between schools that employed an instructional coach and
schools that did not employ an instructional coach. Garcia et al. (2013) found the results
for specific grade levels and content areas varied. In sixth-grade math, science, and social
studies, the school that did not utilize an instructional coach had a lower mean score on
the standardized assessment. On the other hand, the school that used an instructional
coach had a higher mean score on the standardized assessment in seventh-grade writing.
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Also, the results varied for reading at each grade level of 6, 7, and 8 and in the eighthgrade math assessment. While these findings indicate that instructional coaching’s
effectiveness is variable, the study did not include various demographics and the number
of coaching sessions teachers had with the instructional coaches (Garcia et al., 2013).
Chapter Summary
Taylor’s (1911) scientific management theory was a framework for analyzing the
literature on instructional coaching. The first principle focused on using science to define
a job over rule-of-thumb descriptions for employees. The job description for an
instructional coach has many definitions, making it difficult for the position to be
implemented with fidelity and have the intended impact. One contributing factor to the
lack of consistency in implementation is the principal’s interpretation of the role. The
principal has the most considerable influence over the execution of the position. Another
contributing factor to the lack of consistency in implementation is the confusion of the
role of the coach compared to that of a mentor, paraprofessional, or administrator.
The second principle of selecting and training an instructional coach guided the
next section of the literature review. Taylor (1911) believed that an employee should be
scientifically selected for a job and then trained to complete the tasks associated with the
job. Many instructional coaches are hired directly from the classroom with little
consideration of qualifications (Kurz et al., 2020). School districts lack the infrastructure
needed to hire strategically for such a position. Once hired, much of the training that
instructional coaches receive is on the job (Gallucci et al., 2010). However, when
instructional coaches are trained in a job-specific strategy, they are more effective
(Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015).
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The third principle referred to the relationship between management and the
employee. For instructional coaches, the relationship they have with their principals is
critical to their success. A poor relationship between instructional coach and principal
contributes to the instructional coach being unsuccessful (Fullan & Knight, 2011). This
poor relationship often stems from a lack of understanding of the role and being asked to
complete administrative tasks (Woulfin, 2018).
The last principle of scientific management theory examined the organizational
structure for the evaluation of employees. Many instructional coach evaluations are
informal or completed by using the same tool used to evaluate teachers. Instructional
coaches would benefit from a systemic approach to assessing their job performance and
providing feedback to improve their skills (Harrison, 2014).
Instructional coaching aims to support teachers’ growth and development toward
becoming highly qualified, as conveyed by federal policy (Garcia et al., 2013).
Implementation of instructional coaches varies, from funding and job description to
collaboration with administration and evaluation. Tracking the use of instructional
coaches is lacking, as there is currently no system to do so. However, the more
consistently a teacher collaborates with an instructional coach, the more their professional
practice will increase student achievement (Ellington et al., 2017).
Chapter 3 describes the methodology for this study. Included in the description of
the method are the research context and the participants in this study. A description of the
procedures used for data collection and analysis is also included.
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology
Introduction
Instructional coaching is a research-based instructional model utilized by school
districts as a school improvement strategy. Despite the increased use of this position, the
lack of consistency of its job description has led to conflicting implementation
nationwide (Lucas, 2017). The definition of the instructional coach role is inconsistent,
and it is often unclear how these roles fit into the school system as a whole (Mangin,
2009). A district office usually initiates the employment of instructional coaches within
school districts; however, school building leaders are left to supervise the coaches
directly (Moody, 2019). This structure assumes that each building leader has a uniform
understanding and approach to managing the instructional coaches. If schools and
districts expect to have effective coaching programs, Moody (2019) posited that there
needs to be a system that has been thoroughly thought out and planned. Therefore, it is
critical to ascertain the components district leaders utilize to successfully implement
effective instructional coaching systems (Bagley & Margolis, 2018).
Research Design
The research design for this study was exploratory-descriptive qualitative (EDQ).
Both exploratory research and qualitative descriptive research have been investigated
independently of each other as potential research designs. Exploratory research is the
“intentional, systematic data collection designed to maximize discovery of
generalizations based on description” (Zahl & Reilley, 1958). Qualitative descriptive
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research is a viable and acceptable label for qualitative research (Lambert & Lambert,
2013). While there are several qualitative descriptive approaches, such as
phenomenology, grounded theory, and ethnography, these approaches explain
phenomena and provide a complete summary of the experiences of individuals or groups
(Lambert & Lambert, 2013). Figure 3.1 illustrates the foundations of the hybrid
methodology of EDQ (Hunter et al., 2018).

Figure 3.1
The Creation of EDQ

Note. Adapted from “Defining Exploratory-Descriptive Qualitative (EDQ) Research and
Considering Its Application to Healthcare,” by D. J. Hunter, J. McCallum, & D. Howes,
2018. Published in Proceedings of Worldwide Nursing Conference, 4(1), 4–11.
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EDQ was created as a hybrid methodology by Hunter et al. (2018) based on the
applications and contributions of Stebbins and Sandelowski (2000, 2010) to the
healthcare field. Using an EDQ research approach is appropriate when researchers intend
to “contextualize how the participants perceive their activities and environment and their
role within the context of the study and provide a picture of what is naturally occurring”
(Hunter et al., 2018, p. 4). This study describes school district administrators’ experiences
with instructional coaches while exploring what is needed to have a comprehensive
instructional coaching system within school districts. Hunter et al. (2018) developed a
conceptual framework for using the EDQ research approach to go beyond just examining
a phenomenon of interest but applying a descriptive element to gain insight and inform.
This study provides information on the necessary components needed to have a
comprehensive instructional coaching system.
This study explored the components identified by public school district
administrators who were utilizing instructional coaches to improve teacher practice and
increase student learning, based on the recommendation of ESSA, 20 U.S.C.§ 6301
(2015). Data were collected to answer the following research questions.
1. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the roles of
instructional coaches?
2. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the critical
components that influence the utilization of instructional coaches?
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3. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, how are instructional
coach supported?
Research Context
The context of this study focused on public school districts within the Central
NYS region. Central NYS consists of five counties, as listed in Table 3.1, with 49 school
districts, of which 29 are considered urban/suburban. A school district was eligible for
the study if it had a student population of over 1,000 students and less than 10,000
students. The total number of school districts in the population of interest was 23.
Table 3.1
Public School Districts Within the Central NYS Region
Number of Public
School Districts

Number of
Urban/Suburban
School Districts

Number of Urban/Suburban
Public School Districts
Eligible for this Study

1

9

5

4

2

7

5

1

3

18

16

12

4

5

2

2

5

10

6

4

County

Note. School listing provided by an Internet data project combining government and
other sources for New York Schools (New York Schools, 2021). Rural schools are
identified by the Rural Schools Association membership list (Rural Schools Association
of NYS, 2020) and NYSED school classifications as posted in the Final Basic
Educational Data System of enrollment for school districts, public schools, and charter
schools (NYSED, 2021).
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Research Participants
A purposeful sample of recruited and selected school district administrators
participated in interviews to explore the critical components for implementing
instructional coaching. The purposeful sample was chosen from email distribution lists
provided by the studied counties’ Board of Cooperative Education Services (BOCES)
instructional support services. These email distribution lists are publicly displayed on
each BOCES website. They contain the counties’ school district administrators’ names in
positions such as assistant superintendent of curriculum, instruction, and assessment or
assistant superintendent of professional development. Depending on the district’s size,
the name of these types of district positions included superintendent, director, or
supervisor. The number of people in the positions of interest varies depending on the
district’s size, and they generally comprise one to two administrators.
Recruitment consisted of direct emails (Appendix A) to each school district
administrator in the positions of interest. The potential participant pool consisted of those
who replied, confirming their interest. EDQ design recommends an average sample size
of six to 15 participants (Hunter et al., 2018). The school district administrators had to be
tenured with a minimum of 3 years’ experience in their positions at the time of their
interviews. Potential participants had to have a minimum of one instructional coach they
were supervising at the time of this study. Because there was no way to track the number
of instructional coaches in NYS, the participants were prescreened to ensure they had
experience supervising an instructional coach.
The school district administrators provided completed and signed informed
consent forms (Appendix B) for participation in this study by checking the appropriate
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box on an electronic consent form before their interviews. The electronic consent form
disclosed who would have access to their responses and that all information collected
would not be used in any future research. The participants could print, sign, and mail
back the consent form or sign the form using an electronic signature.
Instruments Used in Data Collection
EDQ research combines descriptive qualitative methods and exploratory research
methods that rely on interviews for the most focused form of data collection (Hunter et
al., 2018). Scientific management theory framed the semi-structured interview questions
(Appendix C) to explore and understand the school district administrators’ attitudes and
perceptions. The semi-structured interview is open, allowing the interviewer to ask
follow-up questions on the ideas brought up by the interviewee. This structure also
clarifies the interviewee’s answers using “why” or “how” questions (Adams, 2015).
Another instrument for data collection was the interviewer. By nature, qualitative
research is interpretive, and therefore the interviewer tends to be extensively involved in
the process and the participants (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The interviewer needed to
identify past experiences, potential biases, and personal background. Because of this,
reflexive memos were also a tool for data collection.
Procedures Used for Data Collection
The semi-structured interviews followed a protocol for asking and recording the
answers. The interview protocol consisted of the following components:
•

Overview and necessary information about the interview

•

Interview instructions

•

Opening question

48

•

Content questions

•

Probing for more details and clarification

•

Closing question (Creswell & Creswell, 2018)

The opening question was designed to establish rapport with the participant. The closing
question allowed the participant to add any additional information not covered during the
structured interview questions (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Creswell and Creswell (2018)
recommended between five and 10 open-ended, content-based questions designed to
gather facts, opinions, and viewpoints from the participants. As the main interview
questions were asked, the semi-structured interview protocol allowed for prompting and
probing to persuade the participants to expand their responses and provide additional
details (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
After approval from the St. John Fisher College Institutional Review Board
(IRB), the interviews were conducted one-on-one via a web-based platform. In the past,
virtual interviews were considered an inadequate replacement for face-to-face interviews
(Braun & Clarke, 2013); however, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, virtual
interviews were the only way to collect the data. Typically, each interview should last
between 45 to 75 minutes (Hunter et al., 2018), but considering the interviews were
conducted virtually, 90 to 120 minutes were allocated as the online synchronous
interviews took longer to complete.
The interviews were recorded, and the recordings were transcribed. Developing a
high-quality, thorough representation of what is said during the interviews is a crucial
part of qualitative research because the analysis requires a transcript (Braun & Clarke,
2013). An orthographic transcript records exactly what is spoken during an interview.
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Braun and Clarke (2013) noted that how much detail is included in the transcript depends
on the analysis method, and for the TA, this type of transcript was sufficient. The
transcripts consisted of the interviewee’s words and non-semantic sounds, and the
speakers’ narrative was also recorded orthographically (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
Throughout the data collection process, qualitative validity and reliability were
assessed. Qualitative validity, or verifying the findings’ accuracy, is evaluated by
member checking with the participants to ensure that their responses were captured
accurately (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). It is also essential to a study’s validity to clarify
their bias using the reflexive memos developed after the interviews. It is important to
show the interpretation of the research. The researcher assessed reliability or consistency
by checking the transcripts for mistakes or inconsistencies, continuously comparing the
codes with the data, and writing analytic memos, including definitions of codes, themes,
and connections (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Each transcript was member checked for
accuracy and confidentiality through email.
Procedures Used for Data Analysis
The process for data analysis in this study was TA. The TA approach was first
established in the 1970s by Gerald Holton, a physicist and science historian (Braun &
Clarke, 2013). More recently recognized as a specific data analysis method, TA has
become more widely accepted and utilized (Braun & Clarke, 2013). The TA only
provides a method for analysis and not for data collection, yet, it is flexible enough to be
used to answer almost any research question,
Saldaña (2016) referred to this analytic data method as “theming” the data, where
a theme is an outcome of the coding process. The theoretical TA method identifies
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themes across a dataset relating to the research questions guided by an existing theory
(Braun & Clarke, 2013). The purpose is to identify common topics and patterns of
meaning within the data collected. TA is suited for all qualitative research types,
especially those exploring a participant’s world or lived experiences (Saldaña, 2016). TA
is the recommended data analysis method for EDQ research. The purpose of EDQ
research is to explore and describe the participants’ experiences of a study’s
phenomenon, a core feature of TA (Hunter et al., 2018). A TA should also identify the
central ideas or the “core of the experience” (Hunter et al., 2018, p. 7) from the
participants, which form generalizations.
The process for TA includes six steps: (a) familiarization, (b) coding, (c) theme
development, (d) reviewing themes, (e) defining themes, and (f) producing the report
(Terry et al., 2011). Step one can begin as soon as the first interview is conducted, but it
continuously repeats throughout the entire interview process.
Step 1 requires reading and rereading each interview transcript to become
intimate with the data (Terry et al., 2011). During this step, insights into the data form
from the researcher noticing ideas relating to the research questions and notes in the
analytic journal (Braun & Clarke, 2013). This familiarization with the data consists of
actively reading the transcript and thinking critically about what the data mean (Braun &
Clarke, 2013)
As familiarization with the data occurs, making early notes and organizing the
data using the research questions as a guide may produce some initial codes for Step 2
(Braun & Clarke, 2013; Terry et al., 2011). Step 2 is the process of generating codes or
meaningful labels. During this step, the researcher writes analytic memos containing
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definitions for the codes and initial reflections on the process. Braun and Clarke (2013)
recommended the use of complete coding with TA. Complete coding aims to identify
“anything and everything of interest or relevance to the research questions” (Braun &
Clarke, 2013, p. 206). The initial codes, at this step, are words or brief phrases that may
be useful descriptions of the data. In this study, semantic codes were utilized and derived
directly from the data. The codes were concise and distinct from one another (Braun &
Clarke, 2013). The researcher developed codes by going through the data in small
chunks, coding anything related to the research questions (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Before
moving on to Step 3, the researcher grouped and labeled all occurrences of the same
initial code in the data.
Theme development is where themes begin to emerge by looking for something
significant or interesting within the data. Saldaña (2016) noted that some themes are
directly observable in the data or identified at the manifest level, while others are
underlying or latent. EDQ research explores and describes participants’ experiences;
therefore, the themes were developed directly at the manifest level or from the participant
data. Braun and Clarke (2013) described themes as having a “central organizing concept”
(p. 224) for a group of codes. The codes were analyzed and combined. Then, patterns
identified what was recurring in the data, and initial themes were created (Braun &
Clarke, 2013; Terry et al., 2011). Theming is a continual process, and the first attempt at
generating themes rarely becomes the final version (Terry et al., 2011). Codes that are not
connected may be excluded, while other codes that do not appear to cluster with others
might begin to fit into a theme (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
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Steps 4 and 5, reviewing and defining themes, focus on making sure the themes
are coherent and distinct. It is also essential to consider whether the themes make sense if
there are data to support the theme and ensure that no themes are within them. It is
critical to review the dataset within these steps to ensure that nothing is missing during
the coding or theme development step (Terry et al., 2011). Within these steps, the final
themes are identified and given short summaries of the core idea or meaning (Terry et al.,
2011).
Finally, Step 6 is the publication of the findings. These findings should provide an
illustrative and analytic analysis, including evidence from the data. For EDQ research,
the narrative written regarding the findings should tell the data’s story in a descriptive
analysis connected to the literature and theory. The results should also provide answers to
the research questions presented (Terry et al., 2011).
Chapter Summary
This study used the qualitative methodology of EDQ research to explore the
critical components necessary for implementing a comprehensive instructional coaching
system as identified by the school district administrators in Central NYS K–12
urban/suburban public schools. The study’s design included conducting interviews with a
purposeful sample of school district administrators in Central NYS. The school district
administrators were recruited and selected from public email distribution lists provided
by each county’s BOCES.
Once the specific participants were identified, interviews were conducted virtually
over 1 month. The interviews were each between 30 and 60 minutes in length. Each
interview was recorded, transcribed, and verified for accuracy by both the researcher and
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the participant. Throughout the interview process, data analysis began using TA. This
process started with the researcher reading and rereading the transcripts to create the
initial coding of responses. Codes were identified at the manifest level, and they were
derived directly from the data. Coding took place once the initial interview concluded and
continued after all the interviews concluded. After the coding was complete, the
researcher created initial themes from analyzing the codes for similarities and patterns.
The final themes from the data continued to be reviewed and refined through multiple
iterations.
Chapter 4 presents the findings of this study regarding the perceptions and
attitudes of the school district administrator participants when implementing the use of
instructional coaches.

54

Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
The purpose of this EDQ study was to investigate the perceptions and attitudes of
school district administrators’ implementation of instructional coaches. Using the EDQ
research approach was appropriate for this study because the purpose was to
“contextualize how the participants perceive their activities and environment and their
role within the context of the study and provide a picture of what is naturally occurring”
(Hunter et al., 2018, p. 3). This study describes school district administrators’ experiences
with instructional coaches while exploring what is needed to have a comprehensive
instructional coaching system within school districts.
This study focused on public school districts within five counties of the Central
NYS Region. A school district was eligible for the study if it had a student population of
over 1,000 students and less than 10,000 students. The total number of school districts in
the population of interest was 23. A purposeful sample of school district administrators
was recruited via direct emails. The respondents were prescreened to ensure they met the
selection criteria. The criteria for the school district administrators to participate in the
study were experience supervising an instructional coach and being tenured with a
minimum of 3 years’ experience in their positions at the time of their interviews; 11
participants responded to the emails. Two respondents declined the invitation to
participate because they did not meet the selection criteria, and two other respondents
declined to participate with no stated reason. Included in the study were seven
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participants who met the requirements and who were from six districts across two
counties in Central NYS. The seven participants included five White men and two White
women. The six districts in which participants were from had White student populations
of 70% or higher.
Interviews were conducted one-on-one, via a web-based platform using a semistructured protocol. The interview protocol was structured as follows:
•

Overview and necessary information about the interview

•

Interview instructions

•

Opening question

•

Content questions

•

Probing for more details and clarification

•

Closing question (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

The opening question was intended to build a relationship with the participant and elicit a
description of the instructional coaching model used in their district. The content
questions were used to gather responses regarding the recruitment process for hiring
instructional coaches, the supervision of instructional coaches, the professional
development or support provided to the instructional coaches, the barriers or challenges
to utilizing instructional coaches, and the components needed to be in place at the district
level for the instructional coaches to be successful. After each interview was completed, a
transcription program was used to transcribe the audio recordings. The transcriptions
were then reviewed for accuracy by the researcher and the study participants.
This chapter presents a TA of the qualitative data collected through the semistructured interviews. Seven school district administrators from six distinct school
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districts described the experiences of utilizing instructional coaches in their districts
before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. A TA produced themes that identified the
necessary components to implement a comprehensive system to utilize instructional
coaches who were aligned to scientific management theory.
Providing a systemic approach to instructional coaching would enable coaches to
support teachers in changing their instructional practice to provide students with the
education they each needed to reach their full potential (Ramkellawan & Bell, 2017). As
a school improvement strategy, Taylor et al. (2013) posited that instructional coaches
must be strategically positioned to impact teacher effectiveness and student achievement
Taylor’s (1911) scientific management theory uses four scientific principles to analyze
the most efficient ways to improve productivity and to strategically position employees
within an organization to optimize their performance. Taylor believed that it was up to
the workplace managers to develop a system for implementing these principles or the
components that would increase efficiency and outcomes. Taylor (1911) stated four
principles:
1. They develop a science for each element of the man’s work, which replaces
the old rule-of-thumb,
2. They scientifically select and then train, teach, and develop the workman,
3. They heartily cooperate with the men so as to insure that all of the work being
done in accordance with the principles of the science which has been
developed,
and
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4. The management take over all the work for which they are better fitted than
the workmen (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995, p. 218).
As school district administrators plan to implement a system for instructional coaching,
the critical components identified as necessary align to these four principles. A synopsis
of these principles was shown in Figure 1.1.
Research Questions
This study explored the critical components identified by public school district
administrators who utilized instructional coaches to improve teacher practice and increase
student learning based on the recommendation of the ESSA (2015). Data were collected
to answer the listed research questions:
1. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the roles of
instructional coaches?
2. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the critical
components that influence the utilization of instructional coaches?
3. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, how are instructional
coach supported?
Each research question is associated with at least one of the principles of
scientific management theory. For example, Research Question 1 sought to determine
how school district administrators understood the instructional coaches’ role and job
description. Research Question 2 asked the school district administrators to identify the
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critical components that influenced the implementation of instructional coaches, and the
answers would connect to several principles of the scientific management theory:
scientifically selecting the employee, the collaboration between management and
employee, and the organizational hierarchy of tasks. Research Question 3 focused on the
support provided to the instructional coaches once they were in the position, which
connects to principle number two of scientific management theory, scientifically training
the employee. Each semi-structured interview question was linked to a research question
and ultimately to a principle of scientific management theory.
Data Analysis and Findings
Following data collection, TA was used, and it consisted of six phases:
(a) familiarization, (b) coding, (c) theme development, (d) reviewing themes, (e) defining
themes, and (f) producing a report. The first step, familiarization with the data, occurred
through listening to the audio recordings of each interview. The familiarization phase of
becoming intimate with the data continued by the researcher rereading each transcript
twice more. The second step, coding, began once the initial interview concluded. Each
transcript was coded twice before themes or “central organizing concepts,” proposed by
Braun and Clarke (2013, p. 224), were developed in the third step. The themes that
emerged described common topics and patterns of meaning within the data collected.
While reviewing and defining themes, during the fourth and fifth steps, consideration was
given to make sure the themes were coherent and distinct. During these phases, a
thematic map was constructed to verify there were no overlaps within the themes. The
themes and subthemes determined from the data analysis that showed alignment to the
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principles of scientific management theory in the form of a report (the sixth step; Taylor,
1911) are listed in Table 4.1
Table 4.1
Alignment of Themes and Subthemes to Scientific Management Theory
Theme

Subthemes

Scientific Management Theory
Principle

Job depiction

Functions
Reputation

Principle 1: Science over ruleof-thumb

Capacity building

Build expertise
Development process
Shared understanding

Principle 2: Scientifically select
and train employees

Interactions with
others

Trust
Collaboration

Principle 3: Collaboration
between management and
employee

Organizational
structures

System execution
Employing the right person
Evaluation

Principle 2: Scientifically select
and train employees
Principle 4: Organizational
hierarchy of tasks

The first theme that emerged from the data centered on the job depiction of an
instructional coach, which lists the general tasks of an instructional coach. The subtheme
of function describes the duties and responsibilities of an instructional coach, and the
subtheme of reputation describes how others view an instructional coach.
Capacity building is the second theme that emerged from the data. This theme is
defined as the process of developing and strengthening skills to improve the effectiveness
of instructional coaches. The subthemes of building expertise of instructional coaches and
the development process to provide support to instructional coaches became apparent
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through the analysis. Another subtheme focused on the shared understanding of
instructional coaching for the school and district staff.
The third theme that emerged from the data was interactions with others, and it is
defined as the behaviors one exerts in a social setting. Within this theme, two subthemes
developed: trust and collaboration.
The last theme that surfaced was systems design. This theme is defined as the
systematic activities, such as task allocation and coordination of supervision, that are
critical to the effectiveness of an organization. The subthemes of system execution or
implementation of a program and evaluation emerged during the analysis of the data.
Another subtheme that became apparent was employing the right person, which included
defining an appropriate candidate and how a candidate should be hired.
Research Question 1
From the perspective of district administrators within central New York State’s
K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the roles of instructional coaches?
Theme 1: Job Depiction. There is a general understanding of instructional
coaching in education; however, the job description is broad and poorly defined (Cheung
et al., 2018; Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). Taylor’s (1911) scientific management theory
Principle 1 outlines the need for employees to have a clear job description to increase
productivity and efficiency. As the participants described the roles and responsibilities of
an instructional coach in their district, the theme of job depiction, or the representation of
the instructional coach using words, emerged. The responses related to the expected
behaviors and performance of an instructional coach defined the theme of job depiction.
The school district administrators’ responses related to the tasks an instructional coach
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performs, which were evident in the subtheme of function. The various descriptions of
instructional coaches’ duties influence how teachers perceive the role (Mangin &
Dunsmore, 2015). The subtheme of reputation became apparent as the school district
administrator participants described the work an instructional coach does and how the
staff perceived the position.
Subtheme – Functions. Anderson and Wallin (2018) discussed how instructional
coaches have various tasks and responsibilities. Still, their most important duty is to be a
conduit for the instructional leadership within a building or district. A list of job
responsibilities, compiled from Anderson and Wallin (2018), Knight (2018), and Killion
(2009, 2017) included tasks such as modeling a lesson, observing a lesson, providing
feedback, and sharing their knowledge and expertise. Participant 5 indicated their priority
for the instructional coaches was to, first, “be with students and teachers in the classroom
coaching the teacher” and then, similar to the literature, it was a priority for the coaches
to be modeling lessons and sharing their knowledge and expertise through “helping to
plan lessons.” Participant 4 stated that the instructional coach in their district often says to
teachers, “I’ll co-teach a lesson. I’ll model a lesson. I’ll do a non-evaluative, you know,
visitation and offer some notes and some feedback.”
The school district administrators interviewed also shared tasks and
responsibilities for an instructional coach beyond those from the literature. Participant 1
shared that instructional coaches “helped teachers make lessons, lead professional
development (PD), [and] help with our new teachers.” In contrast, Participant 2 shared
that the instructional coaches “develop the common assessments, develop the pacing
guides to determine what’s going to be taught when, and helping with our, we call them,
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our data teams.” Participant 3 shared that the instructional coaches they work with also
“facilitate all of the collaborative team meetings as well as facilitating our summer
curriculum writing process.” All participants shared that their coaches were responsible
for supporting the implementation of curriculum resources, teachers’ professional
learning, and standardized testing.
Subtheme – Reputation. Sometimes the distinction between the administrator and
instructional coach is blurred; therefore, some of the participants viewed the role as
ambiguous. Participant 7 noted that instructional coaches “walk a fine line being not
administrative” with teachers, and “it’s of the utmost importance for us to protect the
integrity of our coaches because of the role they play in the district.” Participant 1 shared
the same sentiment stating that “the instructional coaches are in a very; they can be in a
very tough spot; they’re in that very unique role.” The participants said they believed that
this thought is “because they’re based out of the district office, and they interact with
district office administrators all the time.” Participant 4 also spoke about the “bigger
picture of district-level work that I expect them to do and it’s more as a liaison,” and
contributing to the “bigger barrier of defining what is the coach role” mentioned by
Participant 5.
Further contributing to the view that the role of an instructional coach is
ambiguous is the way the role is implemented. Participant 1 mentioned that not long
before the study interview:
The way it was set up was they were reporting back and expected, I think, to
report back to the district office, and then that caused quite a rift where people
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didn’t want the instructional coaches to come into their classrooms because
they’re worried that they might be reported. (P1)
This viewpoint is why Participant 7 felt that it is essential that the “integrity of their
position is never compromised because then they won’t get into classrooms. And that’s
the whole point of why we want coaches.”
Research Question 2
From the perspective of district administrators within central New York State’s
K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the critical components identified that
influence the utilization of instructional coaches?
All of the school district administrator participants interviewed responded with
the crucial components they felt needed to be in place within their district for
instructional coaches to be successful. During analysis, two large groups of responses
emerged. The first related to the organizational structures characterized as the system’s
design in the school district. Within this group of responses were those relating to
employing the right person, system execution, and evaluation of instructional coaches.
Another group of responses that emerged related to the interactions an instructional coach
has with others. Trust was a central concept across all the participants, leading to a
subtheme. Another subtheme that developed during analysis was centered around the
forms of collaboration an instructional coach has with the administration and the
teachers.
Theme 2 – Organizational Structures. The aim of implementing an
instructional coaching program is to support the development of highly qualified teachers
as articulated by federal policy (Garcia et al., 2013). The right person must get hired for

64

the job, and two out of the three elements that Toll (2019) described as necessary in the
hiring process are a list of qualities of an effective coach, and a successful interview,
which align with the responses from participants in this study (Kraft & Blazar, 2017).
Although the intention was generally uniform among the schools and districts, the
implementation and evaluation varied widely, as demonstrated through the subthemes of
system execution and evaluation (Lucas, 2017).
Subtheme – Employing the Right Person. Hiring effective instructional coaches
can be a challenge for administrators (Woulfin & Rigby, 2017). Many coaches are
selected based solely on their teaching performance rather than specific qualifications
(Kurz et al., 2020). The school district administrator participants listed some specific
qualities they looked for when hiring an instructional coach. Even though Participant 1
noted, “we end up pulling, you know, really good teachers out of classrooms,” the
participants mentioned one criterion as identifying candidates who possess some form of
teacher leadership experience. Participant 5 specifically stated they were looking for
“some kind of experience, if not in coaching before, at least some kind of experience
where they had leadership.” For Participant 5, this experience would include being able
to navigate difficult conversations, and they asked potential candidates, “Have you ever
had a conflict with your team? And what did you do?” In addition to possessing
leadership experience and navigating difficult conversations, working with adults was a
criterion these school district administrators were looking for in a potential instructional
coach. Participant 6 stated that they believed this was “something I am not sure a whole
lot of coaches know about” because working “with adults is different than [but similar to]
working with students.”
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Chien (2013) shared that potential coaches should possess a coaching mindset and
the teachers should view them as specialists. Participant 4 echoed this belief and that part
of the position is a “curriculum and instruction role,” and having a solid content
knowledge background is critical to their “ability to take a higher-level perspective,”
supporting teachers beyond the daily operations of the classroom. To do this,
Participant 6 stated they are looking for someone “who is an ongoing learner, who is
keeping fresh and up-to-date with not only your content area but of best practices” for
teachers.
Aguilar (2013) stated one criterion for teachers to become instructional coaches is
that they should have been effective teachers for a minimum of 5 years. Only one
participant mentioned having a specific number of years of teaching experience as part of
their selection criteria when hiring instructional coaches. Participant 7 said, “to be honest
with you, it really should be like 10 [years].” The other administrators mentioned that
candidates only need to be tenured to be considered.
Some criteria mentioned by the participants are difficult to ascertain from a
resume. These criteria are often referred to as soft skills. Participant 2 referenced having
the “presence to kind of crack the door open for folks who might otherwise be anxious
about the coaching process.” Participant 4 spoke about the potential candidate having
“mannerisms that are specifically [around] non-threatening, [and being] good
communicators, right, so that they can communicate with staff.” Participant 6 mentioned,
“someone who knows how to listen.” It was critical to the administrators interviewed that
the potential candidate could “gel with the school team, the district . . . but if they come
across too dominant . . . it really just [comes down to] this whole vibe.” Only
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Participant 7 mentioned that “our [own] implicit biases may play into those, some of
those decisions” and that sometimes if a woman candidate comes “across as confident
[and] knowledgeable, [they] can be perceived as being aggressive, and so people don’t
want aggressive. They want somebody that they feel like they can work with.”
As Participant 6 stated, “I think those are the critical components, though, of a
coach. I think anybody who is working with adults has to have those kinds of qualities to
be successful from my end as a leader.” Finding the right person to fill the position varied
across school districts, but they all began by posting the open job internally for current
employees. Participant 6 shared this was to “gauge interest” in the position. Several
district administrator participants mentioned there was limited interest within their district
for such a position, and in that case, they looked at external candidates, which was not
preferred. The school district administrators liked the internal candidates because of their
knowledge of the district policies and procedures and the established relationships.
Districts conducted interviews after the job was posted and resumes were
received. Variation in the hiring process began with how the districts conducted the
interviews. Three out of seven the participants said they conducted the interviews and
decided whether to hire a candidate. One school district administrator said that they, the
principal(s), and the superintendent, made the decision. The remainder of the school
district administrator participants spoke about the utilization of a hiring committee and a
lengthier process beyond the initial interview. After a prescreening interview, potential
candidates in those districts had to complete a mock lesson or professional development
session for the committee. In those districts, the committees consisted of the district
administrator, building principal, and teachers from the schools where the coach would
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be supporting them, should they be hired. Those districts felt it was critical to engage the
teachers in the interview process to determine if the potential candidate “came across as
someone they would feel comfortable with” or if a teacher “can see myself working with
that person,” as articulated by Participants 5 and 7.
Subtheme – System Execution. Once hired, the instructional coaches are split by
level, elementary or secondary, and by content area, depending on experience in most
districts. Each district administrator interviewed stated that their instructional coaches
supported all buildings at the instructional coaches’ designated level within the coaches
identified content area. Their instructional coaches are district-wide coaches and not
building-based coaches. Each district administrator mentioned that their district had
between three and five instructional coaches who were split across the elementary or
secondary grade levels and they instructed in the content areas of English language arts
(ELA), math, and science.
At the time of this study, the instructional coaches in the districts were “located in
one area rather than distributed between the [three] schools,” as explained by Participant
3. However, Participant 5 also mentioned that “we specifically do not have them in the
district office.” Many of the district administrator participants “strongly advocated”
against “principals originally want[ing] to have their own coach,” as Participant 3 shared.
The districts had the instructional coaches in the central location of a school so that “they
can support each other [and] they can cover for each other” when one is unavailable.
March 2020 and the coronavirus pandemic significantly changed how school
districts operated. Participant 4 reflected on
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How fortuitous [it was] that we added those positions in July of, you know, [the]
upcoming ‘19–‘20 school year, because when we had to tackle the issues around
going remote and the pandemic in March of 2020, our instructional coaches were
absolutely a lifeline. (P4)
For Participant 2, the instructional coaches became hugely important as they were the
employees who got right to work supporting teachers with online resources and
curriculum. Participant 2 said the instructional coaches’ schedules also “blew up,”
coaching teachers to teach in this new online environment. In Participant 1’s district, the
coaches began “working more out of the office and doing more virtual [coaching].” For
Participant 2’s district to reopen, they utilized their teaching assistants to lead some
classrooms. In this case, “it just added to that level of how many additional coaching
[sessions] they had to do” (P2).
For other districts, the pandemic had a significant impact on their coaches. Three
out of the six school districts of the participants had no instructional coaches when school
reopened in the Fall of 2020. Participant 6 noted, “here is a bad year . . . because every
single person has been pulled to teach in a classroom.” For Participants 5 and 7, the
instructional coaches were used as remote teachers based on the number of students who
opted for remote instruction. Similarly, Participant 3 shared that the instructional coaches
in that district were pulled from their duties and reassigned as teachers “because of the
social distancing [and] the need to have remote sections.”
The pandemic was an unusual event that the districts had to navigate, and for
some districts to reopen, reassigning coaches was the only solution. However, as
Participant 6 shared, “every year our instructional coaches are fearful that it [the position]
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is going to be put on the chopping block because they know it can be, right[?] because
it’s not a required position.” The pandemic did not alleviate the instructional coaches’
fear. Participant 3 hoped that, despite removing the coaching positions during the 2020–
2021 school year, they would be back to their original number of instructional coaches
for the 2021–2022 school year. Participant 1 shared that they knew what it was like to
experience the cut: “[we] had a lot more coaches back in 2008. When they had the budget
crunch, coaches took a pretty good hit.”
Participants 1 and 6 expressed that these cuts came down to being “value-added
positions,” and for some districts, like Participant 1’s district, COVID showed that “we
can use them [in] other places.” For other districts, such as Participant 4’s district in
2009, “it was a big ask, I actually asked the superintendent for one instructional coach. I
got two. I’ve never heard of that happening.” According to Participant 7, it came down to
“the support from our board and from the administrative team.” All the participants were
“trying to protect it [the position]” and get their instructional coaches back for the 2021–
2022 school year.
Subtheme – Evaluation. In each participant’s district, the instructional coaches
were teachers who were removed from the classroom to work with other teachers. “Even
though their job is very different from [the] rest of teachers,” as stated by Participant 1,
most districts required some form of evaluation by contract. Despite not having classes
with students, many districts, such as Participant 1’s district, utilized “our normal APPR
[annual performance professional review] rubric that we use with our classroom
teachers.” Other participants noted that they eventually modified the teacher rubric
because, as Participant 1 said, “there’s a lot of indicators that would be difficult to see
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and then score on.” Participant 1 also explained that they were “not sure why it’s the
same.” As in Participant 6’s case, the coaches did not “fall under the teacher evaluation.
They don’t fall under an administrator evaluation. So, they don’t really, at this point, have
a tool that we use for evaluation purposes, which I think would be useful.”
Many available evaluation measures are either informal or for professional
development purposes only (Howley et al., 2014). Eisenberg et al. (2017) suggested that
assessing instructional coach performance may not necessarily be about a formal
evaluation but, rather, about determining beneficial coaching characteristics. All the
school district administrators interviewed agreed that conversations, including feedback,
occurred regularly with their instructional coaches. Like the teachers’ evaluation process,
some participants shared that their coaches set goals at the beginning of the school year
and then those are reflected upon at the weekly or monthly meetings. In addition, three
out of the six participants’ districts went as far as conducting observations of the
instructional coaches. Participant 7 stated that coaches were asked to “model lessons for
teachers. So, we will go in, and we will actually observe their teaching of a class.” Other
times, Participant 7 said that “we will observe an actual coaching conversation.” In this
case, the observations occurred with a
Willing teacher who won’t object to having an administrator sit in on a coaching
conversation. So, we have to make sure that the teacher understands that we are
trying to provide feedback to our coaches to help them get better at giving
instructional feedback to teachers. (P7)
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Participant 1 noted they would give feedback, either written or verbal, on “walkthroughs
or the actual observation” of a meeting or a professional development session the
instructional coaches were leading.
Another option for the instructional coaches in one district was to engage in a
self-directed research project. According to Participants 5 and 7, the coaches in this
district got together to compile a “coach’s playbook.” The playbook was designed to give
a new coach a place to start should there be turnover in the position.
With most districts lacking any formal plan to evaluate their instructional coaches,
one district administrator spoke about utilizing a coach-specific rubric for conducting
instructional coach evaluations. Participant 7 said when
Observing the modeling of the lesson and the coach’s conversation, the Danielson
coaching rubric is the one that I have used for our coaches, because I think it does
a really nice job of breaking down the tasks and the roles of an instructional
coach. (P7)
This was an interesting finding because Participants 5 and 7 worked together in the same
district, and still, only one of the participants mentioned a specific tool to evaluate their
instructional coaches.
Theme 3: Interactions. The relationship instructional coaches build with their
teachers is central to improving teachers’ instructional practices (Lowenhaupt et al.,
2014). In addition, a strong relationship between administrators and coaches can
contribute to the effectiveness of the instructional coach (Fullan & Knight, 2011). A key
responsibility for an instructional coach is to build a trusting relationship with the
teachers they coach and the administrators they work alongside (Anderson & Wallin,
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2018). Additionally, a strong collaborative relationship includes administrators
recognizing the instructional coaches as a co-instructional leaders in the schoolimprovement process.
Subtheme – Trust. “The trust factor is huge,” said Participant 5. Every participant
in this study echoed the same sentiment. Participant 6 said that instructional coaches
“have a different relationship than an administrator does with teachers. So, trust is huge.
They [the teachers] have to feel they can trust them [coaches].” Likewise, regarding trust,
Participant 5 said, “to support the teacher, really keeping that [conversation]
confidential.”
Many instructional coaches try to gain teachers’ trust, whether the teachers are
resistant or not, by proving their worth. Instructional coaches utilize strategies such as
providing resources and making copies (Gibbons & Cobb, 2016). Participant 7 shared the
same by saying that the “role of our coaches oftentimes starts as the person who will get
you things. [The] resource-getters.” Participant 4 shared that helping “build[s] that desire
within the staff to say ‘we need this.’” Participant 3 shared that instructional coaching
proved to be successful when teachers said, “I wish we had the coaches back” after losing
them because of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Instructional coaches are often unsuccessful in working with teachers because
their role is poorly defined and misunderstood by leadership (Denton & Hasbrouck,
2009). Sometimes the distinction between administrator and coach is blurred because
tasks assigned to an instructional coach are similar to those of an administrator (Johnson,
2016). Frequently, instructional coaches find themselves supporting logistics and
operations such as bus duty and discipline issues (Woulfin, 2018). As Participant 4
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shared, “the danger is the principal sees someone in the building who is free in terms of
time and many times leverages that individual to solve key problems.” These problems
can include “we need someone at the door, or there’s a duty that needs to be picked up, or
we really could use another RTI [response to intervention] group.” Once Participant 4
shared with the district leaders that the goal was to “open up most of their time for
working with teachers and teacher teams on their practices and improving these
practices,” many principals understood.
Subtheme – Collaboration. Instructional coaches have the most significant
impact on teacher practice when the principal supports the instructional coach (Knight,
2005). This support includes attending workshops provided by the instructional coach
and observing a model lesson (Knight, 2009a). Participant 3 shared, “I also participated
in” the training alongside the instructional coaches. Participant 3’s public approval of
instructional coaching encouraged more frequent teacher participation and buy-in
(Matsumara & Wang, 2015). Participant one noted, however, that “teachers are very
comfortable with them because they are good and well-established teachers. They have,
like, that street cred.” To do so, Participant 6 shared that the instructional coaches must
“walk the walk and talk the talk,” while Participant 1 said they “really have to make sure
that they are experts and know what they are talking about.” At the same time, however,
Participant 6 shared that it was as crucial in building relationships that “if they don’t
know it, [they have] the honesty to say, ‘I don’t know, but I can find out for you.’”
A central theme found in a study by Lewis (2019) was how principals felt about
their relationship with the instructional coaches. Lewis (2019) quoted administrators as
having described their instructional coach as “my left hand, another pair of eyes, my
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eyes, ears, and speaks with my voice” (p. 25). Participant 3 echoed this sentiment, stating
that they “use the coaches as thought-partners.” Participant 2 affirmed the quote by
saying that before sending an email or newsletter to district staff, they “say to them, what
do I need to put in this message?” Participant 2 also said that the instructional coaches are
“the ones on the ground” and “will inform teachers about what’s happening and when.”
Participant 4 described the coaches as playing “a critical role in helping us [district
administrators] flesh out that vision for the work we have ahead of us” and that they were
“100% the messengers” for that school improvement work.
Participant 3 stated it is “very rewarding for me to work closely with them [the
instructional coaches]” because, as Participant 2 mentioned, the instructional coaches
make sure that “if I get a crazy idea, they don’t let me go running down some stupid
path.” Significant trust must exist for administrators to describe their relationships in this
way (Lewis, 2019). Every participant discussed trusting their instructional coaches
regarding their relationships with the coaches, the teachers’ relationship with the
instructional coaches, and the building principals’ relationships with the coaches.
Research Question 3
From the perspective of district administrators within central New York State’s
K–12 suburban public school districts, how are instructional coaches supported?
Another theme that emerged from the data focused on capacity building. The
theme of capacity building included the subthemes of building expertise, development
process, and shared understanding. This theme, combined with its subthemes, describes
how the administrators provided support to the instructional coaches.
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Theme 2: Capacity Building. There is little empirical research on the training or
professional development provided for instructional coaches to support their professional
practices and skills (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015). Coaches often do not receive any
professional development to build their expertise (Lucas, 2017).
Subtheme – Building Expertise. Participant 2 stated that “I don’t think we’ve
given specific training . . . so that’s probably a weakness.” This lack of specific training
was reported as a weakness in three out of the six participant districts. Instructional
coaches’ professional training, Mangin and Dunsmore (2015) posited, should support the
development of their expertise and draw on their experiences in interacting with teachers.
Participant 6 felt as though
That would be really an essential piece to onboard people, so they have some
consistent training, but we don’t really have a consistent piece in terms of
required coaching training, but in terms of their content, I would say their
professional learning is probably more in their content areas.
When asked about professional development for the instructional coaches in their district,
Participant 1’s initial response was, “it really depends on their area. I know they try to
attend all the conferences.” Participant 1 spoke about the specific technology
conferences, and the math and ELA conferences the instructional coaches had attended to
share with teachers. When pressed regarding coaching skills training, Participant 1 noted
that “working with people is a big part of that [hiring criteria]” but “oddly enough, we
don’t give any formal training on that.”
Subtheme – Development Process. The three districts that did provide specific
coaching skills training used outside trainers in a “coaching academy model from other
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districts in the country,” as Participant 3 explained, asking neighboring districts to
participate “in a cooperative project.” Participant 3 asked other districts to join the
project. In addition, each of the districts that utilized this coach academy model also sent
their coaches to a multiday training with the leading researcher in the field, Jim Knight.
Participant 7 shared that the instructional coaches who attended the training “used a lot of
the work of Jim Knight and the professional development bringing that back” in their
work with teachers.
Participant 5 shared that their instructional coaches also participated in a coaching
institute through the regional BOCES, where the instructional coaches “were able to talk
to other teacher leaders [and] hear what other districts are doing.” Participant 3 expressed
that their instructional coaches felt it “was very powerful participating in learning
together [and] very powerful talking with other districts.”
Camburn (2009) found that teachers who become instructional coaches take it
upon themselves to gain substantial training in their specific content area and in
instructional strategies (Camburn, 2009). All the participants shared that they asked their
coaches what professional development they needed or would like to attend. Participant 7
mentioned that “a lot of times, I have to be careful how much we send them to be because
then it takes them out of the buildings where we want them to be.” However, several of
the training sessions the instructional coaches have attended “meet our objectives and our
goals as a district” (P7).
Subtheme – Shared Understanding. Any misunderstanding, miscommunication,
or confusion of the role undermines the value of the coach-teacher relationship making
the job of the instructional coach challenging (Matsumara & Wang, 2015). Participant 3
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stated that “if there is not clarity on the part of all of the faculty to understand why
coaching, coaching what, coaching for what, and how that will work, you know an
incomplete shared understanding of those things is a barrier.” Also, Participants 4 and 7
shared that despite the instructional coaches had been in place for many years, they still
“have people say who’s our [learning] coach.” Participant 7 elaborated with “it is not for
lack of putting it out there and communicating it. I think it’s just not on their radar.”
The coaches requested “a re-initialization of the coaching program” for
Participant 4’s district within the administrators’ training. The coaches felt “they needed
to validate their work in some sort of way” because the administrators lacked the
background regarding the purpose of their position. The lack of knowledge regarding an
instructional coach’s purpose can lead to teachers and principals’ lack of respect and
willingness to participate in the coaching sessions. Building a shared understanding of
instructional coaching was often disregarded until several years after the district had
participated in coaching. As with Participant 4’s district, they “back-peddled a little” and
Held a couple [of] half-day trainings with the same trainer who is doing their
[instructional coach] training just for our administrative team, so that we could
also help set the expectations for the administrators that are in the buildings and
the district office, so that there was some consistency and so that we can set our
coaches up for success because administrators knew what they were trying to do.
(P4)
A strong relationship with a shared understanding between the administration and
instructional coaches is critical to the success of the instructional coaches (Fullan &
Knight, 2011).
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In Participants 5 and 7’s district, “every year we do board presentations” with the
instructional coaches. Participants 5 and 7 shared they had been conducting these
presentations for a few years, and as the board members’ understanding had grown, the
presentation had changed. The first year the coaches presented:
The numbers; how many times coaches had met with teachers, you know, and had
a teacher contact whether it would be just like “here’s that article you were asking
about” to actually going in and doing a coaching cycle with a teacher. (P7)
Then Participant 7 shared that they thought “we need to bring in teachers, or we need to
have the coaches talk about what they do,” and “that very much engaged the school
board. They were very interested to hear from a classroom teacher.”
Participant 7 also shared that
One of our most effective presentations was having the classroom teachers say “I
needed support in this. So, here’s where my kids were before the support, and I
recognized they needed help. So, I worked with the coach, and we did x, y, and z.
Now, this is what my kids are doing after that.” (P7)
Participant 7 continued with, “the board was like, “wow, look at where your kids went
from here to there based on the support that you received from the coach.”
Critical Components for Comprehensive Implementation of Effective Instructional
Coaching
Although the instructional coaching position is widely utilized, district offices
often initiate the school districts’ employment of instructional coaches, leaving school
building leaders to supervise the coaches directly (Lucas, 2017, Moody, 2019). This
approach assumes that leaders within the district have the same understanding and policy
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to manage the instructional coaches. If schools and districts expect to have effective
coaching programs, there needs to be a system that has been thoroughly thought out and
planned (Moody, 2019).
The district administrator participants identified several critical components
needed for the successful implementation of instructional coaching programs. Some
components were thought out and planned for in their districts, and others were not.
These components included (a) identifying clear roles and responsibilities for the
instructional coach, (b) hiring the right people, (c) training, (d) strong relationships with
trust, and (e) an organizational structure. Each component identified by the participants
aligned with the four principles of scientific management theory Taylor (1911), which
seeks to develop employees to their fullest potential through managing the system.
Component 1. Being scientific and systematic, the first principle of Taylorism
focuses on clearly identifying and describing the roles and responsibilities of an
employee. The role a coach has is vast and poorly defined. Although trends in
responsibilities existed among all the participants, some tasks were unique to some
districts. Participant 1 shared that their coaches work with vendors regarding purchasing
curriculum, and this was not a task the coaches completed in any other district. The
district administrators also discussed that the subtheme of building capacity or providing
training was not just for the coaches but also for the staff and leaders of the instructional
coaches. In this way, everyone received a consistent message regarding what coach do,
who they work with, and how they should spend their time.
Component 2. The second principle of scientific management theory suggests
that management must scientifically select employees to ensure that the right employee

80

matches the work. The school district administrators identified several criteria to choose a
qualified instructional coach rather than just pulling any successful teacher from the
classroom to do the coaching job. All the participants agreed that selecting someone good
at building trusting relationships and working with adults were at the top of their criteria
lists. The participants also agreed that solid content knowledge was critical to the success
of the instructional coaches. All the participants shared that they would prefer to hire an
internal candidate before looking outside their districts.
While the district administrator participants shared some of the same criteria
when hiring instructional coaches, their processes differed slightly. Some district
administrators were the only individuals deciding on hiring the instructional coach, while
others had additional district and building staff participate in the process. There was
merely a single interview in some districts; while in other districts, an interview and a
model lesson or professional development were required for interviewing.
Component 3. Taylor’s (1911) third principle of scientific management theory
regarding collaboration between management and employee was unanimously agreed
upon by all the participants. All echoed the same sentiment, “relationships are
paramount.” It did not matter to the district administrators interviewed—the relationships
the instructional coaches needed to build with the teachers they supported, the
relationships with building leaders, or the coaches’ relationships among themselves were
crucial to the coaches’ success. Instructional coaches were not allowed into a teacher’s
classroom to provide support and feedback if they had not built a relationship. Those
relationships included the teachers knowing that what was shared would be kept
confidential. The coaches could not remain in a building and continue to support the
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school improvement work without cultivating a solid relationship with the building
leaders. Beyond this, was the relationship with the coaches had with the school district
administrator. Each administrator shared that they could not imagine continuing to work
without the instructional coaches and they looked forward to having the coaches return to
their schools when the COVID restrictions ease.
Component 4. The last principle of Taylorism is the organizational hierarchy of
tasks, or in the case of instructional coaching systems, the program design. All the
participant districts administrators utilized a district-wide structure. Each district only had
three to five instructional coaches who were split between the elementary and secondary
levels. Based on experience, the instructional coaches in these districts worked with their
respective contents of math and ELA. With this structure, the district administrators
located the instructional coaches’ offices in a central location but not necessarily in the
central office. The organizational structure, according to Kane and Rosenquist (2018), in
contrast to school-based coaches, should result in a more significant percentage of time
spent on “potentially productive coaching activities” (p. 23).
Component 5. While there seemed to be a clear plan for how the coaches would
conduct their work, there was not a clear structure across districts for determining
whether the instructional coaches were effective in their roles. Except for one participant,
all still utilized some version of a teacher’s evaluation tool. The participants referenced
that many of the indicators were difficult to score or to provide feedback because they
those indicators did not apply to the work of instructional coaches. Regular
communication occurred between the school district administrators and their instructional
coaches; however, the coaches received little specific job performance feedback. The
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district administrators admitted this was a weakness and should be a specific tool to
evaluate the coaches.
Summary of Results
From the perspective of the seven school district administrator participants, four
overarching themes were job depiction, capacity building, interactions with others, and
organizational structure, which emerged through the TA of the data. Within each theme,
two subthemes developed. These themes that aligned to scientific management theory led
to identifying the critical components necessary for successfully implementing a
comprehensive system for instructional coaching.
The critical components needed for implementing a comprehensive system for
instructional coaching were identified as (a) clear roles and responsibilities for the
instructional coach, (b) hiring the right person for the position, (c) training the
instructional coach, (d) building strong relationships with trust, and (5) having a
consistent organizational structure. Each participant articulated the role and
responsibilities of the instructional coach similarly with minor discrepancies for the first
critical component. For the most part, the role of the instructional coach was described as
a nonevaluative support for teachers to improve instructional practices, but with each
district, the responsibilities had slight differences. Taylor’s (1911) scientific management
theory Principle 1, using science over rule-of-thumb, stated the importance of having a
clear job description for the employee to know what to do to become the most effective
and productive employee. The participants explained that the instructional coach was to
engage in observation and feedback cycles with teachers, conduct data analysis meetings
and lesson plans alongside the teacher. The differences in responsibilities included
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facilitating team meetings and working with vendors to order materials. Aguilar (2019)
stated that the way coaching is defined and who defines it is key to building a coaching
program.
Hiring the right person, the second critical component identified by participants,
was also identified by Aguilar (2019) as an “element of the skeleton” (p. 23) for a
successful instructional coaching program within a school district. The participants
shared the importance of the potential coach being the right fit for the building or district
and someone with whom the staff saw themselves working. Aguilar (2013), along with
the participants from this study, noted that when hiring an instructional coach, they
looked for candidates with a minimum of 5 years’ teaching experience.
The third component identified as critical for a comprehensive instructional
coaching program was providing training for instructional coaches. The participants
noted during the interviews that providing ongoing professional development to the
instructional coaches to improve their skills was a weakness. Many of the school district
administrator participants interviewed noted that when the coaching programs in their
district began, coaches were sent to an intensive training. Taylor’s (1911) scientific
management theory Principle 2 describes that training an employee to do the work
correctly supports the organization in being effective and productive. Training coaches on
how to collaborate with teachers to improve their instructional practices supports school
districts in increasing student achievement.
Building trusting relationships was the fourth critical component identified by the
participants as necessary for a successful instructional coaching program. Every
participant interviewed mentioned the importance of the instructional coaches being
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trusted by the teachers with whom they work. Without trust, the teachers would either not
work with a coach or not implement the suggested strategies offered by the coach. In
addition to a trusting relationship with teachers, the instructional coach must be trusted by
the administrators as well.
The last component identified by the participants was a strong organizational
structure. For instructional coaching, the system needs to include an evaluation tool that
includes criteria directly related to the tasks completed by an instructional coach. Many
evaluation processes for instructional coaches still utilize the same evaluation tools as
classroom teachers (Reddy et al., 2019)—including those from the school districts in this
study.
Chapter 5 examines the implications of the findings from this study and includes
the limitations and the recommendations for future research. Also included in Chapter 5
are proposals for policy development based upon the data disclosed in this study.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
The strongest indicator of student achievement is the quality of a teacher’s
instruction (Devine et al., 2013). One of the most significant inequities within school
systems is teacher quality (Aguilar, 2020). A teacher’s incompetence is considered a
contributing factor to creating the student achievement gap. With coaching, the quality of
a teacher’s instruction can improve “by as much as – or more than – the difference in
effectiveness between a novice and a teacher with five to ten years of experience” (Kraft
& Blazar, 2018, p. 69). Improving teacher professional practice is the primary focus for
instructional coaches. To achieve equity, school district leaders need to transform their
organizations by eliminating inequitable practices (National Equity Project, n.d.).
The pressure of accountability from federal policies, such as the ESSA, led many
school districts to seek support for teachers to improve their instructional practices
(Heineke & Polnick, 2013). The number of instructional coaches has doubled, since the
year 2000, as many states and school districts are employing instructional coaches to
address instruction and student achievement. Although the instructional coaching position
is commonly employed, inconsistent implementation occurs when implemented on a
larger scale, such as throughout a school district (Lucas, 2017).
Kraft and Blazar (2018) noted that large coaching programs are less effective than
smaller ones, implying issues with widespread implementation. If school districts expect
effective coaching programs, there needs to be a thoroughly thought out and planned
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systematic implementation (Moody, 2019). School district administrators’ understanding
of the instructional coach position and the components necessary for a comprehensive
structure is vital to effective implementation (Kraft & Blazar, 2018). A comprehensive
system of instructional support, organized at the district level so that instruction is
provided by knowledgeable and skilled teachers, improves student learning, closing the
achievement gap (Teemant et al., 2011).
The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions and attitudes of school
district administrators regarding the critical components necessary for comprehensive,
successful implementation of instructional coaching as a school improvement strategy.
Providing a well-planned, systemic approach to instructional coaching will enable
instructional coaches to support teachers by changing their instructional practices to
provide each student with the education they need to reach their full potential
(Ramkellawan & Bell, 2017).
This EDQ study answered three research questions through semi-structured
interviews:
1. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the roles of
instructional coaches?
2. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, what are the critical
components that influence the utilization of instructional coaches?
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3. From the perspective of school district administrators within central New
York State’s K–12 suburban public school districts, how are instructional
coach supported?
The participants were purposefully recruited by email from public distribution
lists from the region’s BOCES. Seven participants expressed interest and met the criteria
for participation. The school district administrators had a minimum of 3 years of
experience in their position, and they had experience supervising at least one instructional
coach.
The research questions allowed for the exploration of the professional experiences
of school district administrators. Through semi-structured interviews, data provided
perceptions into how the administrators felt about the use of instructional coaches and the
critical components necessary for instructional coaches to be successful. TA was used to
examine the data collected. TA consists of six phases: familiarization, coding, theme
development, reviewing, defining, and producing a report. Through TA, four themes and
11 subthemes emerged. The four themes were job depiction, capacity building,
interactions with others, and organizational structures. The subthemes characterized the
range of lived experiences the school district administrator participants had working with
instructional coaches.
This chapter presents the findings’ implications by highlighting the school district
administrator participants’ attitudes and perceptions of the critical components and the
structural system for implementing instructional coaches within their districts. Also
discussed are the limitations, recommendations for improved practices, policy analysis
and development, and recommended further studies.
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Implications of Findings
If schools and districts expect to have effective coaching programs, there needs to
be a system that has been thoroughly thought out and planned (Moody, 2019). Several of
the study participants noted that instructional coaching began in their district with one
person suggesting the position. Many school district leaders are committed to
implementing coaching, but they express frustration at the same time (Aguilar, 2019).
The frustration of school district administrators tends to come from a lack of systematic
management and planning of the instructional coaching program (Aguilar, 2019).
Taylor (1911) shared four principles for increasing the effectiveness of systematic
management of an organization in his scientific management theory. These principles
included scientifically recruiting, selecting, and training an employee; using science over
the rule-of-thumb to describe the employee’s role, using collaboration between
management and the employee, and using an organizational hierarchy of tasks. Aguilar
(2019) described “elements of the skeleton” (p. 23) for a coaching program. These
elements included (a) articulate a definition and vision, (b) consider the context, (c)
choose a coaching model, (d) set program goals, (e) hire the right coaches, (f) build the
coaching relationship, (g) understand how coaching works, (h) protects the confidential
conversation, (i) evaluate your efforts, and (j) establish professional development for
coaches. (Aguilar, 2019).
Aguilar’s (2019) skeleton elements show alignment with Taylor’s (1911)
principles of scientific management theory. For example, scientific management theory
Principle 1, scientifically recruiting, selecting, and training, encompasses Aguilar’s
(2019) ideas of hiring the right coach, professional development for coaches, and
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understanding how coaching works. Multiple participants spoke about the different
processes their districts used to hire instructional coaches. While much of the methods
among the participants for hiring the coaches were similar, one significant difference was
that Participants 5 and 7’s district included a committee of teachers and principals in their
selection process. Both participants shared that hiring the right person was necessary
because of the relationship needed for coaching to be successful. Participant 7 shared
explicitly that they used a committee because “on paper [a person] can look great. It’s
really whether or not they’re going to gel with the school, the team, [and] the district.”
To find the right coach, Taylor (1911) recommended using science to select
strategically the right employee. The participants agreed that it takes more than just a
“meet and greet” with a potential coach to find the right individual for the position. A set
of specific selection criteria should be considered when looking at potential candidates.
Such standards should include a minimum of 5 years of experience in the classroom
before applying to be a coach, which Aguilar (2013) also recommended. Participant 7
noted that the criteria should include that the candidate possesses some leadership
experience, whether as a department chair or as part of a school leadership team.
Both Taylor (1911) and Aguilar (2019) agreed that instructional coaches should
be provided with training or professional development on effective coaching strategies
once they are hired into the position. Several participants noted that providing training or
professional development was an area of weakness in their districts. Some sent their
coaches to training when the school district first implemented the position. However, any
training or professional development instructional coaches received was specific to the
content area they supported. Gallucci et al. (2010) found that many instructional coaches
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end up “learning on the job” (p. 942) and the latest content and pedagogy alongside their
peers, which several participants noted occurred in their districts. The lack of specific
training or professional development places the instructional coach at a disadvantage
when working with teachers on improving instructional practices because the coach is no
longer seen as an expert. The expertise with subject matter contributes to the trust
between teachers and coaches (Bengo, 2016). Anderson and Wallin (2018) noted that if
instructional coaches are adequately trained before their work with teachers and they feel
confident in their ability to support teachers, they can achieve positive outcomes.
Scientific management theory Principle 2 of having a clear job description aligns
with the elements from Aguilar’s (2019) definition of vision, context, and goals. Both
agreed that for the employee or instructional coach to conduct their job effectively, a
clear set of expectations needs to be shared with the instructional coach and the school
staff. All of the study participants could describe the role of their instructional coaches.
However, each school district did not have the same list of responsibilities for their
instructional coaches. All participating school district administrators agreed that the
primary responsibility of their instructional coaches was to support teachers by modeling
lessons, observing lessons, providing nonevaluative feedback, and sharing their own
experiences and expertise as described by Killion (2009, 2017), Knight (2018), and
Thomas et al. (2015). Two district administrators mentioned that their coaches worked
directly with vendors, which is not a standard expectation. Participant 6 spoke about how
coaches are viewed as “quasi-administrators” because of the lack of clarity for their role.
Taylor (1911), Aguilar, and the participants from this study agreed that for
instructional coaches to be productive and successful in changing the classroom
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instructional practices of teachers, a shared understanding is necessary. This shared
understanding begins with a clear job description for all to see and use, but it extends to
understanding the instructional coaches’ impact on teachers and their practices. One
district, where Participants 5 and 7 were employed, engaged the school board in this
process. Participants 5 and 7 shared that they had presented to the school board since the
implementation of the instructional coaches. Over the few years they had been doing so,
the presentations had evolved to include data on student achievement after a specific
coaching intervention was implemented. Participant 7 shared that the school board saw
the value in having the right person in the position. The school board allowed one of the
coaching positions allotted in the district to remain vacant as the participant searches for
proper candidate.
Building relationships and keeping information confidential coincide with
Principle 3 of scientific management theory, the collaboration between management and
employee. Every participant spoke to the importance of trust when it came to
instructional coaches. The participants shared how critical the relationship between the
instructional coach and teachers was to the position’s success. Gibbons and Cobb (2016)
found that many coaches begin building their relationships with teachers by using
strategies that prove their worth such as providing resources and making copies.
Participant 7 shared that they had seen their instructional coaches utilize such strategies,
and they called the instructional coaches during this stage of the coaching relationship
“resource getters.” This strategy was shared to get the instructional coach “in the
classroom door” and begin to provide support to the teacher. Proving to a teacher that the
support is being provided and is kept confidential is the next step after resource getting.
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Instructional coaches “walk a fine line not being administrative,” as stated by
Participant 7. All the participants shared that they had regular communication with their
instructional coaches but they did not expect them to report back on individual teachers
and the work they did with them. Participant 1 called this “street cred.” Participant 1 also
expressed that while the instructional coaches were developing their credibility with
teachers, they were also building their relationships with the school district administrators
and principals. The sharing of information that the instructional coaches do with their
school district administrators supported them in making decisions because the
instructional coaches are in the field more often as shared by Participant 7. Several
participants expressed that they would not be able to do their jobs as effectively if it was
not for the instructional coaches. These sentiments followed suit from the literature from
Lewis (2019) who quoted that administrators describe their instructional coach as “my
left hand, another pair of eyes, my eyes, ears, and speaks with my voice” (p. 25).
Lastly, the elements of choosing a suitable model and evaluating efforts from
Aguilar (2019) can be seen in Taylor’s (1911) Principle 4, organizational hierarchy. The
model and structure employed when implementing instructional coaching can vary across
states and school districts. Kane and Rosenquist (2019) identified school-based coaching
and district-wide coaching models as two of the structures utilized in school districts. The
study conducted by Kane and Rosenquist assumed that school-based coaches would be
more effective in improving teacher practice. However, it was concluded that districtbased coaches engaged at a higher rate in productive coaching activities than schoolbased coaches. All of the participant districts employed this district-based coaching
model. Participants 1 and 3 indicated the need for additional instructional coaches but
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stated that they did not expect to have enough to have building-based coaches. This was
noted more as a budgetary issue and not as a result of any literature.
It is in the organizational structures and hierarchy that the school district
administrators acknowledged their districts’ weaknesses. Except for one participant, none
of the other participants utilized an evaluation tool specifically designed for instructional
coaches. The one participant who did use an evaluation tool specifically written for
instructional coaches by “Danielson,” as shared by Participant 7, also worked in the same
school district as another participant in the study who did not use the same tool, thus
further highlighting that school districts’ weakness in this structure. Taylor’s Principle 4
highlights that an organization should have a system for providing employees operational
feedback that can be applied immediately to improve performance (Taneja et al., 2011).
For many instructional coaches, the feedback they receive is limited and based on
evaluation tools that do not fit their job requirements (Lewis, 2019). Most often, the
evaluation tool used for instructional coaches were created for teachers. Unclear feedback
systems leave many coaches unable to improve their skillset, thus leaving them less able
and confident to support teacher’s improvement (Reddy et al., 2019)
Limitations
An EDQ study recommends the use of six to 15 participants. This study included
seven participants from six school districts. Considering 23 potential school districts that
could have been included, the sample was limited. The six districts represented only two
of the five counties across Central NYS. Therefore, the results of this study may not be
representative of the entire region.
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All seven participants were White and represented predominantly White districts.
Six out of the seven participants were from suburban school districts. Additionally, five
of the seven school district administrators were men. The perspective of a school district
administrator of color and representing a more ethnically diverse district could have
provided a different perspective and added to the depth of the data.
Another limitation was the positionality of the researcher. The researcher was an
instructional coach of 13 years in a large urban city at the time of the study. To limit this
positionality’s impact on the study, the research was conducted by excluding the large
urban city where the researcher was employed. Additionally, an attempt was made to
disclose the researcher’s role at the end of each interview to avoid sharing personal
opinions and turning the interview into a less formal conversation. Reflexive memos
were made after each interview and throughout data analysis to acknowledge biases on
behalf of the researcher regarding the data collected.
Recommendations
Many authors have written about instructional coaching with specific attention on
what a coach does and the skills a coach needs. Little empirical research exists regarding
the critical components necessary for successful implementation on a systemic level
within school districts. The primary focus for instructional coaches is improving teachers’
professional practices because a teacher’s competence may contribute to the student
achievement gap (Aguilar, 2020). When implementing instructional coaching as a school
improvement strategy, school districts are trying to build a culture of continuous growth
to advance educational equity and close the achievement gap by improving student
learning (Aguilar, 2020).
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Aguilar (2019) shared that “strategy can create culture” (p. 22), but this culture
must be “intentionally designed” (p. 22). Aguilar (2019) continued with “without a
strategy, culture may never be born. Without structure, culture will be flimsy" (p. 22). A
comprehensive structure for instructional coaching is where districts struggle, leading to
inequities in student achievement. Federal policies, such as ESSA, recommend
implementing instructional coaching to improve schools through continuous, high-quality
professional development. Unfortunately, none of the policies offered a structure for
implementing those instructional coaching programs (Mangin, 2014).
Absent guidelines from federal policies, school districts are left to develop their
own programs, which has led to the frustration that Aguilar (2019) mentioned. The
findings from this study, combined with Taylor’s (1911) scientific management theory
and Aguilar’s “skeleton” (2019, p. 23), provide guidance recommendations for the
critical components needed for structuring the implementation of a comprehensive
system of instructional coaches within school districts. Developing a comprehensive
system for districts to follow will allow teachers to have the same opportunities to
improve their instructional practices and close the student achievement gap. This study
has led to recommendations for school district leaders to improve practices, create policy
development, and participate in future research.
Recommendations for Improved Practices
School districts employ instructional coaches as a school improvement strategy to
close the achievement gap and eliminate educational inequities. Many instructional
coaches are hired directly out of the classroom and based solely on their teaching practice
(Kurz et al., 2020), but districts lack the infrastructure to select highly qualified
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instructional coaches. Therefore, in alignment with scientific management theory,
Principle 1, standardized selection criteria across districts are recommended.
Based on the findings of this study, and in addition to past teaching experience,
districts should consider three key criteria when scientifically recruiting and selecting a
potential coach. School district leaders should recruit candidates with (a) a minimum of 5
years of teaching experience, (b) leadership experience, and (3) the ability to build
trusting relationships. The participants across this study agreed that a minimum of 5 years
of teaching is necessary because teachers interested in the instructional coach position
and meeting this requirement would have received tenure and surpassed 23% of the
public school teachers who leave the profession within their first 5 years (Shernoff et al.,
2011), thus showing their commitment.
Having a minimum number of 5 years of experience before applying to be an
instructional coach also allows candidates to gain potential leadership experience. The
participants shared that this experience could be in the form of being a team leader, a
school leadership team member, or some other leadership opportunity. Possessing
leadership experience also indicates that the candidate would know about working with
adult learners.
The last criteria recommended for the selection of an instructional coach is the
ability to develop trusting relationships. Several studies, such as those conducted by
Aguilar (2019), Heineke and Polnick (2013), and Kane and Rosenquist (2019), agree
with the participants that the ability to develop relationships with teachers and school
building principals is critical to their success in their effort to change teacher practice.
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Without a relationship with the teachers, the coaches would not be able to gain entrance
into the classroom to perform their job in supporting teacher development.
Another recommendation, which is also aligned with scientific management
theory Principle 1, is improving school districts’ to have a standard training program for
all instructional coaches. For many of the participating districts, this training was referred
to as a “coach academy” or “coach institute.” Training the coaches to have conversations
with adults and provide effective feedback is critical to coaching success. Working with
adults is different than working with students, and therefore providing the opportunity for
coaches to learn the skills needed to work with adults is essential. Training also needs to
be delivered to others who work with the coaches to develop a shared understanding of
the coaches’ purpose. Understanding why there is a coaching program, who is getting
coached, and how long someone is coached creates the kind of culture in the school
district that coaching is part of our normal day and it is not only for low-performing
students.
The third critical component and recommendation of a comprehensive
instructional coaching system is a standard job description across schools and districts.
An instructional coach should be responsible for tasks that should include modeling/coteaching lessons, observation/feedback cycles, curriculum and assessment work, data
analysis support, and providing professional development to the teachers. Some tasks
should be left broad to allow for some flexibility within them to accommodate the
varying needs of the districts. For example, one participant mentioned that curriculum
and assessment work could include working with vendors for ordering materials and
coordinating the outside training that is provided or needed.
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Considering Taylor’s (1911) fourth principle of organizational hierarchy of tasks,
the findings from this study suggest the implementation of a district-wide structure of
coaches, utilization of a standardized hiring process, and creation of a universal
evaluation tool for instructional coaches. Kane and Rosenquist (2018) posited that
building-based coaches would be more effective when working with teachers in an
ongoing way because of being solely in one building. However, the data showed that the
district-based coaches spent more time coaching than building-based coaches (Kane &
Rosenquist, 2018). All the participants’ districts utilized a district-wide coaching model,
employing three to five coaches depending on the district’s size. With this information, a
district-wide model is recommended as the standard to be utilized across districts.
A standard procedure should be used across districts to hire the right coaches for
these district-wide positions. According to the participants, each district has varying
amounts of people involved in the hiring decision. In some districts, only one person
made the decision, and in others, it was a committee of people. Given that district-wide
coaches work with many different building leaders and staff, and relationships are
paramount to the coaches’ success, a hiring committee consisting of people the coach will
work with should be part of the process. Many of the participants articulated that first
impressions were important in determining if the teachers and leaders would work well
with a coach. Much of the beginning process, posting the job opening, submitting interest
via resume, and prescreening interviews should remain in place.
The last recommendation for improving practices relating to instructional
coaching implementation is developing a standard evaluation tool. The evaluation of
many instructional coaches consists of using an evaluation tool designed for teachers—
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despite several indicators that do not apply to the role of a coach because there are limited
evaluation tools to use with instructional coaches (Reddy et al., 2019). Day (2015) said
that many administrators do not understand an instructional coach’s role and strategies,
leading to discrepancies in how a coach is evaluated (Reddy et al., 2019).
In this study, some school district administrators reported the feedback given to
their coaches was through informal conversations or an old evaluation tool for teachers.
Modifying an existing rubric or developing a new one includes indicators that match an
instructional coach’s clear job description, and it points to the tasks that are needed to
support the development of the instructional coach. Supporting the instructional coach’s
development is necessary to continue to provide high-quality support teachers require to
improve their practices and close the students’ achievement gap.
Recommendations for Policy Change
With the growth instructional coaching has seen since 2000, no system currently
exists to track the number of individual coaches (E. Krownapple, personal
communication, April 15, 2020). NYS has neither a system to track the districts utilizing
this school improvement strategy nor the number of coaches who the districts employ.
Additionally, a coaching license or certification does not exist.
Developing a certification area would require potential coaches enroll in
additional coursework surrounding coaching skills and processes. After the criteria for
certification have been met, an exam would be required to demonstrate that the potential
coach has gained enough knowledge to do the job. This certificate would allow for
developing a new category within the Basic Educational Data System (BEDS). BEDS
tracks the collection of student demographic information, school and district enrollment
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data, teacher/staff information, and course information. To date, the classification of
instructional coach remains as a teacher because of their teachers’ certification. Changing
the certification area would allow the system to track how many instructional coaches
there are and where they are employed.
Recommendations for Future Research
There are many questions left unanswered by this study. Is there a correlation
between the demographics of the instructional coaches and the district with teacher
performance? Does representation matter to teachers during coaching activities? What do
the school district administrators of large urban cities feel are the critical components
needed for an effective instructional coaching program? What skills does a coach need to
be able to develop relationships effectively? These unanswered questions could make for
future research studies.
Even though there is a lack in tracking instructional coaches and their
demographics, future research could investigate whether there is a correlation between
the representation of instructional coaches in districts compared to the districts’ overall
demographics and whether that impacts a change in teacher performance. With trust and
relationships being paramount to coaching success, research to determine if the
demographics of the coach affect teacher performance could be helpful to districts as they
look to hire the right coach.
Several of the participants mentioned that the relationship between the
instructional coach and teacher and the relationship between the leader and coach is
critical to the coach’s success. The participants noted the ability to develop these
relationships as a crucial criterion when hiring. A study investigating the qualities a coach
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must possess to build such relationships or how a coach goes about building these
relationships would be helpful to districts as they create training programs for new
instructional coaches.
Having to exclude a large urban city from the study because of potential bias
limited the scope of this study. Future research could be conducted in large urban cities to
determine what those school district administrators feel are the critical components
necessary for effective implementation of an instructional coaching program and compare
the results with those found in this study.
Conclusion
Instructional coaching is a research-based instructional model that is utilized in
school districts nationwide. An instructional coach is defined as an experienced teacher
with the dual purpose of supporting instructors to improve their instructional practice
while also teaching students (Knight, 2005, 2009a). Coaching has been used as an
essential strategy for supporting learning while increasing productivity within
organizations. For these reasons, instructional coaching found its footing in education as
a reform strategy within federal policies.
Through high-quality professional development, federal policies addressing
educational reform have been enacted to improve student achievement and teacher
practice. Most recently, the ESSA of 2015 continued previous efforts to improve student
achievement and provide equitable instruction to students.
One inequity within school systems is teacher quality (Aguilar, 2020). The
strongest indicator of student achievement is the teacher’s instruction. Instructional
coaching is one way school districts can support teachers’ on-site professional
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development needs and improve their classroom instructional practices (Coburn &
Woulfin, 2012).
The increased accountability from federal policies has led to many school districts
implementing instructional coaching to improve teacher instruction and student
achievement (Killion, 2017). However, a lack of calibration has led to inconsistent
implementation (Lucas, 2017). For schools and districts to have effective coaching
programs, there needs to be a system that has been thoroughly thought out and planned
(Moody, 2019). School districts began utilizing instructional coaching positions without
guidance, and decentralization has occurred. Therefore, it is necessary to ascertain the
critical components that district leaders should apply to implement effective instructional
coaching systems (Bagley & Margolis, 2018).
The literature review began with an overview of educational improvements in the
United States, and it narrowed to public schools in Central NYS. Instructional coaching
was examined as a strategy for improving schools and learning with specific attention to
its implementation. Taylor’s (1911) four principles of scientific management theory
served as a framework for the review.
Taylor’s principles of scientific management theory focus on criteria he found to
be crucial in the efficiency and productivity of an organization. The principles stated by
Taylor are:
1. They develop a science for each element of a man’s work, which replaces the
old rule-of-thumb,
2. They scientifically select and then train, teach, and develop the workman,
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3. They heartily cooperate with the man so as to insure that all of the work being
done in accordance with the principles of the science which has been
developed,
and
4. The management take over all the work for which they are better fitted than
the workmen (Hodgetts & Greenwood, 1995, p. 218).
This EDQ study explored the perceptions and attitudes of school district
administrators regarding the utilization of instructional coaching as a school improvement
strategy to advance educational equity and to close the achievement gap. Seven school
district administrators representing two out of five counties within Central NYS
participated in semi-structured interviews. This study contributes to the knowledge
regarding systemic implementation of instructional coaching within school districts by
having explored the lived experiences of school district administrators. This study
included school district administrators who experienced and supervised at least one
instructional coach and how those experiences framed their perception of the critical
components needed to implement a comprehensive system of instructional coaches.
Several themes and subthemes emerged from the data. The four themes relating to
the implementation of instructional coaching were (a) job depiction, (b) capacity
building, (3) interactions, and (d) organizational structures. The subthemes represented
the range of lived experiences that the participants had working with instructional
coaches. The themes and subthemes found align to Taylor’s (1911) scientific
management theory principles for improving employee productivity.
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The first theme, job depiction, emerged as the participants described how an
instructional coach was utilized and viewed within their district. The subthemes identified
under this theme were functions and reputation. The second theme identified was
experiences by the district administrator through data analysis that contributed to the
organizational structures for instructional coaches. The three subthemes were
(a) employing the right person, (b) system execution, and (c) evaluation. The third theme
was relationships. Within this theme were the subthemes of trust and collaboration. The
fourth and final theme that emerged was capacity building. Within this theme, the
subthemes were (a) build expertise, (b) development process, and (c) shared
understanding.
The limitations of this study relating to (a) the size of the study, (b) the lack of
participant diversity, and (c) the positionality of the researcher suggest future studies that
should include a more extensive study on the same topic and include an investigation of
the effect a representative instructional coach staff member has on improving teacher
practice.
This study suggests that the lived experiences of the school district administrator
participants provide insight into the critical components school districts need to
implement a comprehensive system of instructional coaching. The recommendations for
improving practices among school districts include a standardized set of selection criteria,
a clear job description for instructional coaches, a standard training program, and a
standard evaluation tool to support the development of instructional coaches. In addition,
the results of this study imply the recommendation for policy development of a
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certification and tracking system for the use of instructional coaches to aid in determining
the effectiveness of this school improvement strategy.
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Appendix A
Email Letter to School District Administrators Requesting
Participation in an Interview
Dear School District Administrator,
This invitation is in regards to considering participation in a study as part of my doctoral degree
at St. John Fisher College.
The purpose of this study is to explore the perceptions and attitudes of school district
administrators regarding utilization of instructional coaching as a school improvement strategy.
Please consider participating if the following applies to you:
1) A tenured school district administrator or have a minimum of 3 years’ experience in a school
district administrator position, and
2) Currently supervise or have supervised at least one instructional coach.
Participation in this study is voluntary. It involves an interview of approximately 60–90 minutes
in length to take place digitally at your convenience. Informed consent forms will be provided to
all who indicate interest and meet the criteria. Attached is an introductory letter providing more
information.
If you have any questions regarding this study or would like additional information, please
contact me at (___) ___-____, or by e-mail:
@sjfc.edu.
I assure you that this study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at St. John
Fisher College. I hope that the results of my study will benefit future school district
administrators leading school improvement efforts.
Please feel free to email me directly if you would be willing to participate. Otherwise, I will
contact you in one week to discuss your participation in this study and/or if you would like to
discuss the details of this project.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Kelly Hutson
Candidate
Doctoral Program in Executive Leadership
St. John Fisher College
Rochester, New York
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Appendix B
Informed Consent Form
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Appendix C
Semi-Structured Interview Questions
1. Overview and basic information about the interview
2. Interview instructions
3. Opening question
a. Tell me about the instructional coaching model in your district?
i. How was that model created?
ii. How many coaches are there in your district?
iii. How many buildings does each coach work with?
iv. How long have you had instructional coaches in place?
4. Content questions
a. Describe the role of the instructional coach?
b. Describe the supervisory process for instructional coaches.
i. Who supervises the instructional coach(es) and describe how
you arrived at that decision?
ii. How would you describe the evaluation model for instructional
coaches in your district?
iii. How do coaches receive feedback?
c. Describe the critical components that need to be in place for coaching
to be successful?
i. What led you to believe those are critical
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ii. What led you to these decisions?
d. Tell me about some barriers or challenges in your to implementing
coaching districtwide?
e. Can you share the recruitment process?
i. Who is involved in those decisions?
ii. Describe the criteria for the selection of a coach.
iii. Do you hire more internal or external candidates?
f. Can you share what the professional development looks like for an
instructional coach once in the position?
5. Closing
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